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TELECOMMUNICATIQNS FACILITIES AND 
DEMONSTRATION ACT OF 1975 



TUESDAY, JUNE 3, 1975 

I? ' y * 

ITorfciK OF liKPIU-SKNTATIVKS, 

Si'r.rim.ArriTKE' ox CoMMrNiCATroNs, ' 
^ (\j.Ai:\HTTKK ox Jntkiotate axu FoiiKiGX Co.^i.^iF.nrK, 

, s WaHhhffffotK I),C» 

Tho subcoininilfcc mot iit" :2 i).m.. pursuant to iu)tir(\ in room 
I^lvl)u^^I^(>u^k^ Odlcc BuilUiuii:, ITo!!. TorboiAt K. ]Miu\lomiM, rluiir- 
uuMi, presutiug*. . ^ 

, Air. MA(n)(>NArj);Tlic hearing will come to order. ' . 

1 liiu'e will othor luembers coniiii^ in ut any nioment. ' 
• Today, tlu' SulKtomiuitU'O on ('onnmuiications l)(\ii:ins hoiiriuir^ on 
ll,U, 'JVlecommunioations Frudlitios ai^l Demonstration Aet 

or 'n)7r>, . ^ , . 

I'lii-* le<»*Ls]aLion has been suhmitted^bv the adminLstrntioii'to extend 
tlie educational, broadcast facilities pro^ritm and to provide new 
antliority ior tlie supf)ort of dcHi^^onstration projects in telecoammni- 
caiioiis for the distribution of . lieaUh. education, and social service 
"Tli^H-matioii. The legislation provld'^s ^7 millicm for rneii oi' tlie next ' 
„r> years, v,v a tt)t^il of J^^^'k^ million to carry oiU it?) purposes,, 

Tlic ^'iK'cess in tlie 12 years siu(H^ the edncatiomil bi'oad vi^t fivilities 
protrra 11 1 \vaf> enacted has ])con considerable. / 

Ifi jOfrJ, there were T(> uonconunerciul televiHi()n station - reacirmg 
slisrbdly more tlu>n lir lf the ])0]>u]atiou. Today, there nve noncnm- 
mert!ial*television sfatit)ns with the p(>tentia*l for^ re^ichina- i^tm^utt 
ov the American j)e()ple. ' 

X(incommercial I'adio stations w(jre ma<Ie eliiribl^' for i\\<^ raeiiiti'cs 
pro;.Ct"»in for tlu^ first time in iO()7, and today 02 percent of the i)optda- 
tiofi is served by public radio. ' J ' 
This <i:iowth Irus been remarkabte. However, in my judgment, the 
/ more diJliiMilt and cx])ensi^e challenfjfe lies ahead/and that is the chal- 
lenge of •obtaiiiini>- as <dose to loO-percent covera<rc^ as is tei !inoh)<i:ically 
and fiuitncially possible. Lai'i^ i^nms of money will be mfuirec' t{) 
up<i:rade exist in facilities, to improve iweptipn, and to establish new 
' stations where justificJh ' ■ 

Since 11)02, over $1()(> p:ullion of Federal funds liave bgen expended 
oji facilities, and, fftr every 1 Federal dollar, and estimated 10 non- 
Federal dollftrs have b(^en ^^efierated to improve and expand 
educational broadcast facilities. 

It is fupparent that this Federal commitnfent has provided the Im- 
petus for making public, broadcasting available to millions more 
Americans each yeac.'The commitment must, and will, be continued, 
althou<rh the Jevel of funding is of coi^e open to question, and, in- 
deed, is a primary subject for tliese lie^irings, ^ 

, ^ (1) . 
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Tlio educational broadcast facilities program must remain in place 
until the job has been completiHl, and the maximum number of Auier- 
icans nVe si^'rved by public broadcastiiig^* • 

^ I hope our lirst witness^toHay can give the subconunittee scmie as- 
Burance a>; to how the Department set^s tlu* future of the program, 
o In addition. I hope the subcoimnittee will be providiul Avitli a mon* 
detaileil exj)lanatTmr'of the portion' of the legislation dealing wiHi 
demonstration projects. 

. .1 ]iav(» Ivcn made mor4}-than generally ayyare of the ATS-O satellite 
and r he programs serving the Ko<*ky Xlo^n^tain and Appalachian 
Statt^s and Alaska7T)ut I-l^l-ieve Ave slionld have more sj)eciHcs as to 
the potential of these j)rognims and to HKWs plans to develop other 
techn()l()gl(,»rs as well as satellites. 

I'I'he text of ll.ll, 454)4, together with departmental repoits tliereon, 
follows':]- " ! 

! 

[H.R'r 4Z>{\-^, i)4th CoAi,'.. 1st sess., Introducod hy Mr. Staggers (for himself and Mr. D«vlne) 
1 on March 10, 1975.] 

A HU.L To extend , the Edlucatlonal Broadcasting Facilities Program and to provide 
nuth'irUy for the Support Of demonstrations In telecommunications technologies for the 
, (listributiou of health, education, au^d soc^l service Information, and fbr other purposes 

lie it enact fd.hy jhe Seriate xtiid House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Votigress kssemhled, That this Act may be cited as tire "Tele- 
C(»iniiiuiiimfTT»us Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975", 

J ' * PUilVOSE ~ ^ 

,Sfc. 2. (n) Part IV of title UX of the Comniuiiicatioiis Act of 1934 is ainendtHl 
by striking out the lifendiiig of isueli^art and inserting in lieti thereof "Assistanck 
FOR N^>^'t'o^IMKK('lAIi KIk cationai. I^koadcastixo Faciijcties ; Tkle(;ommi'xica- 
Tioxs T>fmo\stua™xs. ('okpokatiox pok PrBur Kho^vdi astinc''. 

(1>) Suhpurt A of such part is-amended by striking out the heading: of such- 
snltpart and insertinW in \\^\\ thereof "assisi'anck fok TKi,K('0.\fM(\MCArioxs fa- 

CILITIFS AXD DKMO.VSU'llATIONS*'. * 

(c> J<ection 390 of |i<u('h Act is aniemled to read as follows; * 

' ^ '*DKCLARATION OP I»L'RP08E 

vSec. 390. The purposes of tliis snhpajfare' to assist (^thrmi^jli nmt(*hing 
grants) in the constiruction of noncommercial • eilueational tVlevision oc radio 
broad(*}isting la(»ilitiefci and to demonstrate (through grants or contracts) the use 
of teleeonnnnni cations technolojries for the distribution and disseniiiiatiou of 
health, education, and other social service information.*'. 

^ ^ APPKOPRJATIOXS ^ * 

* ** 

S?:c, 3. Sec.tion 391 of suchJLct is amended to read as follows : " * 

**ATTTiI01irZATI0NS OP APPROPRIATION'S 

"Sec. 391. (a.\ There are aufhorissed to he appropriated for carryiiig out tlie 
pun>oses of this subpart $T»000,000 for the fiscal year endin^j:*.June 30, 1970, and 
for each of the four succeeding fiscal years. * 

# "(b) Sums appropriated pursuant to this section shall remain available for 
pri>*ment of ;?rants or contracts for projects for w^iich applications, approved 
under s'e<-tions 3J)2 and 392 Ai have been submitted prior to October 1, 1981, for 
C(uistnicti(ni of noncommercial educatioiml televisicm or radio broadcasting fa- 
cilities or for teleconiniuiiications dem onst vat ions. '^ 



CRITKUfA von imOADCAST FA(^ILITIKS CONSTRUCTION 

' Skc, 4. (a) StH.'tion 31):i(a) (I) of such Act is amended by striking out clause 
((') and inst^rting in lieu thereof **(C) a public or private nonprottt college or 
university,". 

i U ) Section 31)2 1 (1 ) of such Act is aniendiHl to read as follows : y 
••(d) The Secretai^- shall base his determinations of wliether to approve 
plications for grants under this section and theinnount of such grants on criteria 
set forth in regulations and d(^sigiied to achieve {D a strengthening of the 
capability of existing noncommercial edu(*}itional broadcast stations to provide 
local services ; {2) the adaptation of existing noncommercial educational broad- 
cast facilities to broaden educational uses; and (3) extension of noncommercial 
educational broadcast sexvices,- with due (.'onslderati(m to equitablo^ geographic 
coveragji,' throughout the United States.". 

TKLKCOM M UN IC AT ION S UK .\10.\ STBAT10X S 

Skc. .". The Communications Act of V^-i is amended by adding after s<»ction 
302 tlie following new section : \ 

"TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEMONSTRATIONS 

Sf:c. 3D2A. (a) It is the purpose of this section to promote the development 
of nonbroadcast tele<-ommunications facilities and services for the transmission, 
distribution and delivery of health, education, and social service information. 
The Secretary is aiithoilzed, upoUireceipt of an application in sueh form and 
containing such information a^ he mfiy by regulation require, to make grants 
to, and enter into contracts with public and private non-protit agencies, organi- 
zations, and .institutions for the puri>ose of carrying out telecommunications 
(lenH)nstrati()ns. 

'•(b) Tlie Secretary may approve an application submitted under subsection 
(a) if he dett*rmines : 

•*(1) that the project for which application is made will demonstrate 
innovative metho(N or twhnique's of utilizing nonbroadctist telecommunica- 
ti(»ns equipment or facilities to satisfy the pttrpose of this section;' 

••(2) that demonstrations and related activities assisted under this section 
will remain under the administratdoh and control of the applicjint; 

"(3) that! the apidicant has the managerial and technical capability to 
carry out the project for which the application \^ made; and 

••(4) that the facilities and equipment acquired or develor)ed pursuant tp^ 
the application will be usetl only for the transmissioii, distribution, and de- 
livery of health, education, or social service information. 
"(c) Upon approving any application under this section with respe<*t to any 
project, the Secretary shall make a grant to or enter into a contract with the 
applicant in an amount de^;ermined by the Secretary not to exceed the reasonable 
and ntH^essiiry cost of sujfh project. The Secretary shall pay such amount from 
tlie sum available therefor, in advance or by way of reimbursement, and in such 
installments consistent with established practice, as he may determine. 

•'(d) Funds made available pursuant to this st^^tion shall not be availa)\le 
for the construction, remodeling, or repair of stiiictures to house the facilities 
i»r ecpiipment ac^quired or aevelo[)ed with such .funds, except that such funds 
may be used for minor remodeling which is necessary for and incident to the 
installation of such facilities or equipment. ^ 

'•<e) For pur{>^>ses of this se<'tion, the tenn 'nonbroadcast telecommunications 
facilities' inclndes,»but is iu>t limited to, cable television systems, communiciiticms 
satellite systems and related tenninal equipment, and other methods of trans- 
mitting, emithng. or receiving images and sounds \>r intelligence by means of 
wire, radio, optical, electromagnetic or other means. 

•'(f) The funding of any demonstration jairsuant to tWis section shall con- 
tiniK^ for not more than three years from the date ofJthe original grant or 
contract. 

'•(g) The Secretary shall require thjy: the recipient of a grant or contract under 
•^this secti(m snl)mit a summary and evaluation of the results of the demonstration 
at least annually for each year in which funds are received pursuant to this 
section.". 

^ ■ . 
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' ' • I^^^^'^RTMENT OFlIliAI.TII, E0UCAT10N% AND Wi.:ri\\UL7 

Hon, HAftLEY b. Staogeks/ ' . ^Uiy 2^. Jin!-,. 

Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Comm('rhc\ 
House KepresciUatives, Wdsliinoton, D,C. , ' > A 

a ri^port on H.R. 4564, a bill^'To extend the Education;? Bivmck-asiinu^ lAtc ilitios 
Frogram and to pfovide^uyiiarity for the suppoit of denionstratioiu; iu t(^l('coni- 
muiiications technologies f^r the distributimi of liealth, education, and sixial 
ser\ice information, and fojj-other purposes.'.''" T 

This bill embodies lef?i|lAtive proposal subniit;tod by this Department to Con- 
gress oi March 3, IDTo. Aidetailed exi>lanatiou^)f and justification for this rn-o- 
posal ifc confamed.in the fetter f(u-\varding onV araft bill to the .Speaker of the 
House (>f Kepresentatives. A copy, of that letter \^ enclosed- for vour convenience 

VVe urge that your Committee givi> farorable considerjition to* tins bill and that 
it be promptly enacted by Congres?^ ' ' f 

We are advised W Oie Office of Management iind Bydget^iiat there is no ol»- 
jection^o the ])resentation of this rejiort and enactnuTit orH.K..45(j4 would be 
in accord with the program^t)f the President. • v 

Sincerely, • 

^ . ' ' Caspar AV. AVEI^'^F,«o^:l^ 

^ ^ * ■ ' ' ^ccn taru. 

En(?losui*er • ' 

r>EI'ARTMKNT OF HEALTH, EnrCATIO:^, A^-D AVEr.FAURf ' 

Hon. (:Jarl Albert, , - ^ ^ 
tipeakcr of the House of Representatives^ ' ' ' - 

Washhrffton, D.C. • 

Pear Mr. Speab^: EneUised for the oonsiderati^Xn of tire Congrei?ij is a draft 
lull '-To extend the JOduwitfiM^al Hroadeasting KiU-illiies Progriun and to provide 
authority for the support df dcmonstnitions in telecommunicutions to' Iiuob^gies 
for the distribution of health, education, and social seniet? iuf()rnuiti(*n, i'.nd for 
other puri^oses." This bin is simihir to H.H. 17400 introduced for the Aduiiiiis- 
tl^-ation during the second Session of the nincty-Uiird Coir^^ress. ' * 

.This bill -has two basic purpc^es. First, the Department's dire^»t supijort f(n- 
over-the-air educational radio and television broadcasting fa/ilitirs would be 
extended for. a five-year period. Televisi(ui broadcast e6veraf^of tiicse stations 
now extends to almost 78 percent of the population, while radio coverage is 
approxiniately G5 percent'; extension of the facilities Drognnu £f>r this additional • 
period would i)ennit«>the Department of Health, Kdlication, and Welfare es- 
sentially to satisfy .the original goals of the. program while phasing down its 
direct support for construction of broadcasting facilities. .Moreover, Iuvmuj^c tJie 
number of public television stations in the e^ountry represents a nearly eoniplele 
Snd mature system, and because increased broadcast covera^i« aehieval)le only 
•at unacceptably high per-viewer cctsts as the 100 percent co\'orage level is a] - 
proachedt the fundi^ <jriteria for 4he* broadoasting -facilities program would be 
amended to emphasfze (1) the strengthening of the capabUity of exiFfing facil- 
ities, (2) adapting existing facilities to additional educational uses, and V'^) ex- 
rteading educational hroadcasting services, with due con.-^ideration lo c<iuitable 
coverage of all areas of the country. 

Secondly, the legislation would provide authority for a telecommunications 
program designed to demonstrate ways to meet the conunon needs of the health 
and education community. 

This legislation w.onld provide a single broad authority in the Office of the 
Secretary to /create the multi-user telecommunications services and facjlitit^s 
wliich will make it possible for health, education, and social service providers 
jointly to develop more efficient and economical means of meeting the nation's 
needs. 

In order to xiccompliah this objectiv^ the legislation would authorize the Sec- 
retary to carry out a program for the Support — through grants or contriicts — oil 
demonstrations in the use and application of non broadcast telecommunications 
facilities and*equlpment (such as cables and siitellites) . Moreover, ^the legislation 
would provide the authority to assist in the initial application of communica- 
tions facilities that are uniquely suited to the needs of the health and education 
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Commi]nlty, including the purchase, by grantees or confractor^ of necessary tele- 
communications services from commercial carriers. 
The bill would authorize appropriations totaling $35 million over five years, 
I am also enclosing for your convenience a brief summary and analysis of the;, 
proposed legislation, , . 

I urge prompt and favorable consideration of this propoiljal. 
The Office of Management and Budget advises tliat enactment of this proposed 
legislation would bef in accord with the program of the President, 
Sincerely,. ' . 

' Caspab W, Weinberger, 
» . ^ - . ' Secretary, 

Enclosures, , ' ' . ' 

Summary or the Telecommu^jications Facilities and Demonstbatioi? Act of 

1975 , " ' 

The basic purposes of the Telecommuuicat^ns Facilities and Demonstration 
Act of 1975 are '(1) to extend the educational OTMdcasting fadilltles program 'for 
Ave years and (2)^ to'provid^ authority for'fhe Secretary to support demonstra- 
tions in modem felecomraunications tecjinologies for the distribution and dis- 
semination of health, education, and other social service information. The Act 
would modify the fole of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
'in educational broadcasting to indnde not. only direct support for particular 
facilities identified in the Communications Act of 1934 (hereinafter "the Act'*), 
which are over the air r^adio and television broadcasting stations, but also more 
indirect support, through demonstration grants and contracts, of a wide range of 
modern telecommunication technologies. In many instances such technologies 
may provide a more^ efficient and economical means of meeting some of the coun- 
try's health, education, and social service needs, • ' , . 

The Act would have the short title of the "Telecommunications Facilities and . 
/Demonstration Act of 1975". • ' 

Section 2 pf the bill would modify the headings of part IV of title III of the 
Communications Act of 19.34 and of subpart A thereof to reflect the amendments 
made by this bill. The declaration of pui-pose contained in s^tion 390 of tlie Act 
would also be amended to reflect the broadened purposes set 'forth in this bill, 

Section 3 'would authorize the appropriation of $7,000,000 for fiscal year 197« 
and for eaoli of the four succeeding ^cal years. Sums so appropriated wo\ild 
remain available to fund applications^bmitted prior to Octojber 1, 1081,- ' . 
Section 4(a> would amend t^ie eligibility requirements for the educiftional 
. broadcasting facilities program to include nonprofit colleges and. imiversi ties as 
well as publica 11 y supported institutions. Section 4(b) would am'fend the funding 
criteria for the educational broadcasting facilities program to emphftsize (A) 
the strengthening of the ckpahility of existing noncommc*rcial educationaj broad- 
cast stations. (B) adapting existing noncommercial educational broadcast facil- 
ities to additional educational uses, and (C) extending noncommercial educa- 
tional broadcasti-ng services with due consideration to equitable coverage of all 
» areas in the country. 

Section 5 adds to the Act a new section 392A which would authorize the Sec- 
retary to make grants and contracts ifi^rder to provide demonstration projects 
for the development of nonl)roadcast communications facilities and services for 
the transmission, distribution, and delivery health, education, and social serv- 
ice information. Any public or nonprofit private agency, organization, or insti- 
tution would be eligible to participate in the program. Subsection (b^f the new 
section sets^rth the requirements which applications for grants or <«ontracts 
for telecommunications demonstrations must meet. Such applicatibns must pro- 
vide assurance : ^ ^ . 

(1) that the project offers reasonable promise of demonstrating innova- 
• • tive methods or techniques of utilizing noitl)roadcast teVecommunicati(ms 
equipment or facilities wiiich relate to the puriio^^es of this section ; 
" (2) tliat the applicant will retain adrHjuistratlve control of the project; 
* <3) that the -applicant has the management and technical capability to 
^ ca^rry. out the project; and ... . ^ ^ 

(4) that acqvired facilities and equipment will be used only for health, 
education, and social services purposes. 
Subsection (^) of the, new section 392A would authorize the Secretary to pay 
uptolOOpercentofthe-appro\^d costs of any project. - ^ 
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Subsection /d) would prohibit tlie usex)f funds under tlic new section for con- 
• struction of strHctures, but would jH^rhiit necessary minor remodeling which i.s • 
incident to the uistiUlation of eciuipment and facilities. 

Subjection (e) provides a detindtion of the term "nonhroadcayt telecomniunicii-% 
tions facilities"* , > . ' 

^ Subsection (f) provides that demonstrations funded pursuant to this section' 
. may continue for a period of not more than three years/ ^ ' 

Subsection .(^) requires grantees to submit aiinuul summary :ind e\i;iluati()n 
reporta 

Offick OF TKUicoMMi^MCATioNs Policy, 

KXKCITTIVK OFFICK OF TUK PKKSII)K>T. 

Hon. Harley O. Stagokus. / ' ' ^ 

Chairman, Vommtttce on Intcrf,tatc and Forvigh Cftnunvrvc, flousv of Rcniw^mtu- 
tives, Washinffton, DrC. 

Dear iln. Chaiuman : niis is in resi>oiise to your request of April 24 1075 
for tpe views of the Office of Tolewmmunicatioiis f^olicy on II.R 4504 Thi.s 
bill, proposed by *the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (iilOW) 
would amend qPart IV of Title III of the Communications Act of 1034 by evtendiuK 
the Educational Broadcast Facilities Program and by providing autboritv for 
the support of demonstrations in non-broadcast telecommunications tecluiolo- 
gios for the distribution of health, education, and social service information 

Ave have reviewed this proposed legislation, as w*ell as the explanatioii of 
its purposes as set forth in Secretary Weinberger's aetter%f ilarcli 3 l<i7'5 
transmitting the bill to the Speakerof the House. ' ' 

We concur in IIKW's explanation of tills proposal aii« recommend that the 
. Committee act favorably on the bill. Tlie Office of Management and Budget ad- 
vises that it has no objection to the submission of this report for the consider a- 
tion of the -Committee and that eiiaptment of the proposed legislation would 
be in accord with the program of the Administration 
Sincerely, ^' ' . 

^ - TirosfAs J. Kku.kr. 

* Acting (lencral Voutrfivl, 
Mr. MAGDoxAm Before we hear from the first witness, :\rr. Wil- . 
ham A. M(5rrill, who is Assistant Secretary for PJannino- and Eval- 
uation of tlie Department of Health, P:(lucation, and Welfaro, I would 
like to just make a nmple of ohitnitous, perhaps, but valid statement,*; 
of my own concerning ilr. iforrills appearance here .today. Not that 
you are not very welcome. Air. ilorrill, because indeed you are. We 
are very liappy to have you here with us, but for the life of me 1 can- 
not undersfanit why we dont have the benefit*and' tH^ distin(niished 
presence of the titular head o f I TEW, Dr. Caspar AVeinber^rer. * 
' 11ie reason for my sayiuii' this is based on two or three rather key 
reasmis, one of which tJeals with the past and one which deals, of 
course, wrth the future, l)ecausc as/lbn^ 'Kgp as October 197;] I had 
occasion to come into possession of 'a memorandum which later was 
identified to me at the time as beinnf* fi'ora the Secretary and later 
this was confirmed, Irthink, l)otl^% ^the Secretavv and other peo])lc 
at HEW, which pieinorandulnj at lea^t in rtly opinion and, I think, in* 
the opinion of most of-tlie Co^ress and certainly the members of this 
^ subcommittee, pretty^ directly opposed what we felt was contained. ^ 
and indeed, t^as C9|itainedin the .Coriimmiicsitions Act, which set u*p 
that ^secf ion at ]\ifi|dicti(m. wliidfr-was to be administered bv the 
I)ef)art^qO;it^f;Health^ " * 

I w\ll read'tl^ memoraudum to you. I think you probably have a 
copy cif It. I knb^ I discussed ffi^ matter by phone with Mr. Wein- 
berger at the time wheH-iie'told me- he could not appear, I asked hmi 
• why. He pleaded .previous cbmmit^nents, I told him^I was perfectly 

to'.'- ' ) V i ' 

Ei\ic . ^ ' : 



willing 'to put off ttio lioariiigs for a whilo, that only he at that time 
could identify whetlkiLJir not iiuUnnl the nieniorandinn wa.s from 
himself, alth()Ugh of course\i)0i:4v^s initials. ^ . 

I told liiin tlurt I had been here some time and it was not one of my 
chief^functioiis or dreams to see what Secretaries of what departments 
in Washington that 1 could cull before lis beeanse I had seen many 
,Seeretaries come and go aiid that 1 knOw lie wanted to aiiswer .-ome 
questions that bore (Ureetly on the subject that we were then discussing 
and which >ve will dilscuss this afternoon. 

In that mti'morandum, I don^t know its circulatioi), but I do know the 
menioranduni and.it said; >*l\l(m't w^unt;' and tliis is initialed by 
"C. W. W.'' so I take it it is fhe Secretary's remarks, but he said: "I 
don t want regulations that give tirst priority to any stations. We have 
enough new station^. I want first ]>riority to^^be on more equipment for 
existing stations.'' - 

Obviously, that struck me as being rather extreme and rather pe- 
culiar, to say the leasts I won't use any harsher language, although 
I both thought it and said it at the time/This is back in 1973 and other 
things have happened since that^ime. So it has paled in signiheance. 
But it still is rather irritating to have the clear intention of a 1^11 
whicli has passed Congress frustrated' by a depaiiment head who 
disagrees with that intent, 

So needless to say, I wanted to discuss it with him and at that thue^ 
after I told him that it was not my habit of going around just look- 
ing to sec what Secretaries I •could get up before this sivbcornmittee 
or any other committee oiv which I might be,fhairman, he indicated he 
would come. Then one thing led fo aftotherand there w^as'nb need for it. 

But I now see that in th-c bill that yoj,Mljd send up or that was sent up, 
his unilateral action is now con taiwec|.on. page 3 aj^d would write i^to 
law that whicli he pui>o^it by fiatM^^^^^^ 1, 11)73. So, ob^'iously, 
with this in mind, 1 got iji touch #^^M?11. T didn't talk to him this 
time, but T sent a personal invitatip^|;J§ij^ye him testify. 
1 Ho said that he was busy, an^i^^':3Jh^A^ he is leaving. I tlon't 
know. when exactly, I take it at thi^GlKVof the fiscal year or sonu» si5(*h 
time, that T would like t() dts/i#$i'tM^ matter wifh him ijisteud of 
getting hinu and 1 repeat tFiat \ir(^^iir(>f\Tn^ very weleouu* indeed, and- 
this has nothing to do with^ W^^^^^ altYiough obviously you are 

iuvoh^d-in it, since you are slttfay^^^ 

So I was wondering if lie i^^fe y^u any i/eason as to why he didn't 
want to come np today. lie did^l'^t givi* nu^ aiw. 

ti - ' 

STATEMENT OF WltllAk'/A ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

FOR PLANNING AlSfD JE^^ALTJAtlON, DEPARTlfeENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, him wi||ARi;^^ BY RICHARD A. 

HASTINGS, ACTiJTG ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEG- 

ISLATION (EDUCAtlQiT) r^^^^^^^ BRANCH CHIEF, 

BROADCASTING FAdlLITmS, BUREAU OF SCHOOL SYSTEMS, OF- 
FICE OF EfiiJCA:^?|bNr HORLEY, DIRECTOR OF 
TELECOM®UNIC#IONSyT^ . 

Mr. Morrill. ^^)MwMt^^^ I thank you for the welcome. 

As you pterhaps:^ioWyX^^ the present time .is 0[K^rat- 

ing with a SecrgiHO ^\^tl rf^^ The load on him is 
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therefore extremely heavy/It is not I think for lack of any interest in 
this matter. He was involved today witll a congressional briefing 
that was held this morning and later today will be with the press on 
some important regulations that ar9' to^be pubhshed in the Federal 
Ilegiater tomorrow on title IX with respect to sex discrimination. In 
order to divide the load in some way, it was decided that I should 
meet this responsibility and represent the Depaitment. 

It certainly in n6 way^i^eflects on the Secix»tary's lack of interel^ in 
this subject. I am only ^nerally aware of the past events that yo^i 
made reference to, but I understand that it was resolved. are' here 
with a proposal. / ' . 

Mr, Macdonau). Well, what was rcvsolved? I didn't loiow anything; 
was resolved. I know he didn't e\^er come and we never heard from- 
him. If you call that a resolution, I mean there was not any open war- 
fare. The pmgram has b^en continuing, but I don*t know what the 
resolution wfts» * , " * 

Mr. MoRRHx. Yes, sir, it has been done, thou^^h. 

Mr* Macdonald. What has? Maybe you know something I don't 
know. How has it been resolved ? 

Mr. MoRRiLT.. Well, J think the. Secretary clearly would not go 
against the m^U of Congress". As you kpoV, the prograjn has been 
nuiking grants whicli we believe are in accordance with law and which 
are an appropriate approach. ' v 

W^.ai-e hei-e to express this afternoon to you some proposed changes 
with respect to emphasis. We 'hope these ch^mges will be sei:iously 
considered.. We think ^hey come close to a set of proposals that are 
not just tlie Department's view, but those of industiy as a whole. ^ 

Mr. Macdonald. That is of course why yoiVai-e here and I point pn0 
to you that contained in the ^t of propolis. As what he put out by fii^ 
In 1^73, contained on page 3 of the bill you sent up and mtroduced hy 
request by the chairman of the full" committee, Mr. Staggers, and the 
Republican ranking member, Mr. Devine. I don*t intend to occu])y 
my entire time by going through past histoid. I jusfc^ want to know 
why, he is iif>t here. You said : Well, lie had sorfie otherxommitnient or 
he wanted to tafe to the press ? 

Mr, Morrill. Well, he had commitments that he neededv^to fulfill. 

JNfr. Macdonald. Well, he could have had this postponed for a day or 
*^o> Does heliave a commitment tomorrow or the next dav? The pre.ss 
is alwavs ready to heur from sucJi an important man as tlie Secretary 
of HEW. 

Mr. Hastings. If I tnay slioulder some of the blame for it, Mr. Chair- 
man: I recently moved in:to the Office of the Deputy Secretary for 
Ijegislation (Education), and one of our responsibilities is scheduling 
the departmental witnesses. I am afraid I was not aware of the chair- 
man's obviously intense concern that the Seci-etary be present here 
today. Had I Iniown of that I certainly would have^ seen to it 

Mr. Macdonald. I don't know. I sent a personal note. Usually you 
just send it up to the staiff, but with that background I figured I would 
send him a personal note. I told him it was not my intention just to get 
the Secretary up here to see what he looked like. I had direct qj^es- 
tions f or Jjim because this is obviously— the memorandum he j)ut out 
obviously is illegal. It is not up to him to determine communications • 



Etolicy. It is liis to iiaploinont it but not to oliange it. lie recognizes it 
y sending up this bill. - 

Mr. Hastings. We ceii:ai^ily resp^t your vi^ws in that regard. " 

Mr. Macdoxald. I am glad you do. But I happen^ to bo right. 
^ Mr. IIastixg§. I don't know that he thinks that tbe regulations were 
illegal? /-o ^ 

Mr. Macdoxatj). I am more than happy you respect my views be- 
cause I hope my views are acceptable to you because they are corre(^. 

Mr. IL\STiNGS. Well, I don't think that our general counsel would 
have knowingly let us publish regulations wJiich were inconsistent 
with the statute as we interpreted it. , * . 

Mr. Macdonald. Well, knowingly, nonknowingly, all I know is the 
second time around he is not he^i^ today. I have not personally heard 
back from his^whether he was commg or not. 

Mr. Hasitogs. For that I can only apolo^e. I was-^not aware. 

•Mr. >rACDOXAU).' I repeat, you kiiow% it like the minister always 
telling the pjeople listening to them, "Stop sinning." They wouldn't 
be here if they werto't sinners. He is- talking about people Y^ho were 
not there. I j^i talking to him. I don t loiow how I am going t0 reach 
him. I tried the tebphone. I have not tried the telegram, but fro?h your 
response that is not too great either. \ \ . ^ 

I am delighted he is now answering questions about the Civil Eights 
Act because I have some (questions of my own. Jfow what committee 
isjie talking to today that has jurisdiction over that ? 

Mr. AfoRRiLL. Those regidations. 

Mr. Macdonald. Yoil calledjiiat title VII ? 

Mr. Morrill. Title IX.* ^ , 

Mr. Ma<^donald. W^ll, I am talking^ abont title VI. I have some 
questions for him and for you as well. 
Jlr. Morrill, All right, sir. . 

Mr. MACDONALD»^iich committee is he &.ppeariBg before? 

Mr. 'Morrill. The title IX regulations which are becoming,' rather 
are beijlg published in fina.l form, by the executive branch tomorrow. 
As I am sure you are aware, that is> set of regulations that has drawn 
a substantial interest. 

As a matter of fact, during the public comment period well over 
9,000 communications were received by the Department and we haVe 
finally been through the process within the executive branch, and the 
President, as required by law, has approved them. They are becoming 
public tomorrow andfare the subject of the briefings. 

Mr. ilACuoXiVLD. You mean you are wiiting right up to the last 
minute. Wlio is going to print it between now and tomorrow morning? 

Mr. MoRRiix. The Federal Register. They will appear in the Federal 
Register tomorrow\ " 

Mr. Macdoxah). I am glad to, hear you work right up to the 11th 
hour and 59th minute. 

Mr. Morrill. We try to. ' ^ 

Mr. Macdoxald. But in any event, I have gotten that off of my 
c4%^t. I hope you relay it to him. Ijb is not personal, but it is spoken on 
behalf of the subcommittee who feel exactly the same way I do. 

Mr. Morrill. All right, sir. ^ 

Mr. Macdonald. I will be glad to hear you. 
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:Mr. Momur.h. I uu^rht at^tlio I)i^^rinnin<r of hit statomont identify 
the iH^opio at the tK\hU\ . ^ . * ^ ^ 

To my far riorht Albert Ilorley, Director of Telecoilimnnicationjj 
1 olicv in my own oflice, next to him Jolfn (\inieron, the Chief of the 
^ Hi-oa^lrnstino: Facilities Hranrh of the Hureau of School Systems, and 
to jny left js Dick Hastino>;^Actin<r Ik^puty Assistant Secretary for 
I^e<rislation in the education liehl. 

Mr. Chairman, I haye a prepared statement and will proceed with it. 
- Mr. MacAoxalI). All right. Now I hope this will be the last quarrel 
we have to(Riy. 

Mr. Morrill. I hoj^e so, sir. < 

Mr. Macpoxali). But, once apiin, I think you will agree I am right. 
Ue haye a committee rule which says ^ye are to have your staUment 
48 hours m advance. Wlien I asked^ f^tr your statement yesterday, I 
was intormed, not by you, but I was informed that it was beincr cleared 
down at Mie Office of the^Hudget. Aih I correct in tl^at ? ' 

-Mi . I lAS'nNos. That is correct, sir. 

.Mr. M()i?RiLL. YevS, sir. ^ " 

Mr. Ma(1)()xali). So yoa pay no attention to the 48-lu)ur r.ulo, I 
r take it. _ - - ^, ^ 

. ^[r. IlASTix(is. Again I have to plead my office responsible for that. 
We (te respect the rules. As I was ex^)Iaining.to the counsel, we trv 
^ our darnest to get tlie^e things up to give the Congress and staff with 
plenty of time to ?eyiew. r » 
• Mr- MArnoxAM). I wrote the letter to Mr. Weinberger in MaV. 

Mr. I[AsTix(is. I realize that. 

Mr. Ma( DoxAU). KarlyMay. ^ 

Air. IIastixos. I realize thV-' but there is sort of an immutable law 
that >ecins-to opcrato in the field, the lonfrervou give the Office of Man- 
agenicnt,nnd Budget to review your testimony, the longer it takes them 
to review it. We had s'ome last minut(^ hack and forth sessions with 
theiu on that. 

Mr. Macdoxald. I am glad they were back and forth. 

Mr. H ASTix(is They definitely wei*e back and fbi'th. 

Mr. MA(n)()XALi). I^sually it" is ino.stly they who are difli'cult, and I 
for one wci)t into that wnth the FCC and they said to the Office of 
(? tlie Budget "We l^ave been asked by the Congress, of whom we are an 
arm. for this Veport, and unless you get it back to us by a certain date 
we are sending it up" and that is.exactly what they did. ^ * 

If yon followecl the same procedure, maybe we would have had the 
advantage of having had a look at whatever statements you are <rom<r 
to give to us. , . ' • 

• ' Jlr. Hastixos. Kegulatory agencies have a little moro'fn>edom or 
d^isrc«:nrd .for that rule, T think, than perhaps others parts of the 
Government. 

Mr. Macdoxald. Vou know, that^is debatable. T douY know which 
. side I wcfuld eome down on on that one. I will just let that/)ne tro'and 
stick to what I know I am 100 percent right on. We will be delighted to 
' 'hear from you, liowever, later. 
^ Mr. ^loKRiiJ.. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Chainnan, distinguished members 'of the subcommittee, T am 
pleased to appear before you today in snppoit of ILK. 4:)()4, tlK» Tele- 
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conmiunicartions Facilities and Donionst ration Art of 1J)74. In my 
(ostiinony today, I would liko to sninuiariV.o l\o\y far liave coiiio hi 
this ])roirrani to date an J wliaf our objectives shonld be in tlie years 
ajiead, ' v - *i 

"'The (\)no:ross placed II KW in tlie fiold of public broadcast in*? more 
than a decade a<jo in order to a»ssist in the creation of broadcast facili- 
ties capable of bringing]: the workl of iionconnnercial television, and 
° later radio, into liomes across tlie land. 

Our <roal froni the stait was to estabUsh'an intial <'apacity, a founda- 
tion, upon whicjv stati(ms could and would build 4n the future as 
needs and technolo<ry <'hjui<re(l. To this end, the I)ei)artment snppbi-ted 
tiio Educational Television Facilities Act, ajlthoj'ized by this sub- 
committee in 1902, Avhich provided for the tii-st 'time Federal financial 
assistance to stimulate the creation of nonconunercial educational tele- 
vision capabilities. Five years later this act Avasunwlified to authorize 
support of nonvommercyal educational radio aiid^) create tliQ Corpora- 
tion for Pid)lic Broadcast in<r. 

The 494 <xi'Jints awarded by the educational broadcasting facilities 
pro^Lrnun to date Jiave madej)assible the creation of a systiem of local 
stations which, are able to provide local, regional, and national KTV / 
service to approximately 8(\^)ercent of the population and educ^itional^, 
radio sen-ice to 6;") percent *of the population. Federal assistance luv^ 
helped activate approximately 00 percent of 'the existing KtV- statio/is 
and played a uuijor role in developing approxinuitely 05 percent yf iho 
public ra<lio stations on t4ie rfir. ^ # ^ 

Since IJHM the number of ETV stations4ias increased from 70 id 2r)0, 
located in 4.H States, the District of Columbia; the Virgin Ishinds, ♦ 
Puerto 'I^ico, American Samoa, and Guam. In addition, a nunn)e.r of , 
c^unnunities and several State telcconununicjUions \igencits lire 
actively planning to establish television stations. . / 

More i-ecently, we have seen considerable growth in the area of public 
radio, T\ni en., Federal help first became available to noncommercial 
radio in 1907. only 07 of the more th?in 400 noncommercial iJadio sta- 
tions on the air were capable of fuJlv serving tlrd conmnity/to which 
the fre([uency was assigned. ToHay, 160 full-scn'ice radio stations so- 
called that meet the st;in(laVds recently developed by the Associatipn of 
Public Radio Stations, are located in 39 States, Puerto Kico, and Uie 
District of ( 'olumbia. , • 

For a variety of reasons, a portion of the covered population are 
only potential" viewers of educational television. S''?ne residents are 
unable to receive a clear signal. For example, the District of (>)lumbia 
metropolitan. area is within the potential coverage area of three UIIF 
stations. ' ::.v 

Yet low power, elevation ditf(»rences, and iriterfereiK^e by large buihK 
iugs, result, in a signal that is of lesser (juality than that ottered by local 
counnercial T^IIP^and VIIF stations. 

We are co<i:in>?nnt of the fact that improved transmission and recep- 
tion facilities are needed to effectively reach many of the i>ofential 
viewers of public VHF stations. Another ap^)roach to this problem 
which we feel deserves more attention is ihv miproveuieut of FIIF 
receiver performance. * ' - 

Stations constructed with grants from the P^ducational Broadcast- 
ing Facilities Act provide Americans with programing in their homes 

\ ' . ' 

1" ' 
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and schools. Noncommercial radio -and television broadcast fa<;ilities 
are being used to focus on matters of local, State, and national coucern 
includnig nutntion, health, the environment, drug abuse, problems of 
the a^ed, and other areas where instnictional or infornmtional pro- 
^graming might prove beoeficial. Tlio facilities funded by DIIElV have 
also produced and disseminated programs dealing with W^x] issues like 
unemployment, welfare, and law enforcement. Such cost effective and 
educationally successful programs as Sesame Street, the Electric Conv 
pany, Carrascolendas, Feelirtg Goofd, and others are available to large ^ 
segments of our population onlv because the stations aasisted by the 
Jiiducational Broadcasting Facilities Act are in place and si^vvhm a 
laVge percentage of our citizens. 

In achieving the results to date. Federal investinejit m facilities 
has been less than $100 million.in a total expenditure from public aiul 
pnvate sources exceeding $1 billion. Over the past quarter cent;irv 
school systems, universities, corporations, foundations, and othe>public 
and pnvate organizations have cooperated to demonstrate and^ utilize 
the potential pffectiveness of public broadcasting. 

Their support hag been indispensable to the. creation and develop- 
ment of stations designed to serve local communities throughout the 
Natioii. Wherever public broadc^sting.exists today, it does so because 
such institutions and individual citizens have continued to pipvide^ 
support through dollar contributions, donations of goods and services, 
and volunteer' performances, 

Tl\p Federal role^has, in summary, been it relatively small, but. I 
believe, critical.one in assisting in the development of curi-ent capabili- 
ties. ^ 

J V^^^ ^^"^^^^^ ^'^^^ ^^^^ program has accomplislied to date, I 
would like to turn to the future— first with ix^sppct to fncilities and 
then with respect to our request for demonstration authority. 

In the facilities area, the first issue which I pei:ceive is wiiether the 
original concept of the HEW 'facilities program should be altereii. It 
IS our view that the basic purpose was, and is, sound and"should not be 
altered. The implications of thisrview are pai-ticulaHy important with 
respect to replacement of existing facilities as tliey ^^wear out. 

It is our view that the HEW facilities program is not tlu^ appro- 
priate me^^hanism to provide support for what is clearly an ongoing 
operational expense for public broadcasting. To the extent that Federal 
support IS warranted at all, we believe that the^ proposed community 
grant provision of the administration s CPB authorizatio^i bjll would 
be the appropriate mechanism for such purposes, ^^mong other things, 
it gives maximum flexibility to local stations, permitting rhem to malce 
an optimal division of Federal funds between capital plant and otlier 
operating expenses. 

The remaining funds needed for depreciation should come from 
other non-federal sources. I would also note that the community grant 
provision assures every qualifying station funds each year, while the 
HEW program involves Federal decisionmaking on individual station 
applications. Thus, the commiurity grant seems more appropriate for 
handling financing for depreciation, and would provide needed encour- 
agement for stations to maintain a capital rdherve fund. 



. The second iiiiportaiit issue involves ^y\n\t our objectives should be 
in fulfiUing.the original and conthiuing mission of providing a bagic 
noncommercial.tele^\'isiou and radio capability. 

' With only about' 05 percent of the population currently able to 
receive public radio service*, we are clearly short of adequate service. 
Our jnajor thrust for radio npw and for ):he next stn'cral yeai-s, there- 
fore, shmild be to activate new stations and expiuid and upgrade low 
powered, 10-watt stations. Our expectations are that over the next 
#5 years we should be ablo'to achieve radio coverage hi the "range of 
80 percent of the population. 

With respect to television f ajcilities, our calculations are that nearly 
'SO, percent of the Natioi^iow receives at least a minimally acceptable 
noncommercial televisionSignal. It is our strong view, and I think it 
fair to say, tliat we are approaching the practical limits of popula- 
tion coverage by broadc^-st teclniology. Further coverage iniprove- 
ments are ' becoming increasijtl'gly expensive to achieve. Additional 
funding, however, is necessary to provide qualitative improvem^|||S 
m'feuch coverage. p . . ^ ' 

It seems to me that there are ine^table uncertainties in projecting 




^/ing similar object iv 

mg from non-Federal sources that has continually existed in this 
program, .it is even more uncertain as to the appro|>riat^ amounts of 
Federal fundhig needed. Clearly the IIEW facilities program will 
provide only a portion of the necessary resources. The prudent course, 
<therefore, is to move through the 5-year period t)f these authorizations 
with some sense of priorities aud "appraise our acliievements as we 
, proceed. • i r i 

\ In recent years, most eligible applications, for. educational broad- 
castimg facilities assistance have sought to update existing educational 
' ^television faciliti^ rather than activate new stations. We believe tlaat 
V loQal choice of imported programing and the ability to produce at a 
; level cannnensurate with local needs^are important teatures deserving 
. r ^phasis. We hav^e tried to reilect these priorities in H.R. 45G4 by giv- 
*ing precedence to the improvement ot existing television facilities. 
Thus, pro\icMng color video recorders and color production equip mlenj: 
to existing stations' will figure importantly in oiir future TV^ants. 
' Insiimmj5iry,H.R.45Q4 would* amend the existing facilitife^rograni 
authorized by title III of the Communications Act of 1934, as^mended, 
o ' to add "private nonprofit colleges or universities" as eligible applicants 
' . and tb reorder the Criteria for making arrant determinations. li\ addi- 
' tioii^ It extends the educational broadcasting facilities program through 
. lOSo/with an authorization of $35 million over the 5 years. These ftfnds 
*wouId allow us to rreach our goal of providing adequate educational 
*|radio and television coverage. - . 

If inally, I would like to turn my attention to what we consider to 
'a li^iificant long-term role for DHEW in^th\^ area; namely, support 
f(%fnnovation in the use of telecommunications. * ^ ^ 

^ Se success of public "broadcasting has demonstrated tne value of 

' usiiik the telecommunications as a vehicle f6r providingvhealth and 
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^Incatioiurt sorvicos to t ho Nation, The Department bpliovcs the time • 
IiHs now come to consichM' tho ooi/itiihirttions thnt various more iwently 
(levolopcHl connniinioation technold^es can make to public service, 

nVe are, therefore, n^'ommendin*; an extension of the 1062 and 1907 
educational breadcastin*? <rrant authority to perniit the Department 
to fund demonstrations of teleconnnunications svstems which we be- 
heve to have outstandinf; potential for the provision of health, educa- 
tif^ilah and' social services, utilizinnr such facilities as community satel- ' 
me receivei^s, cable television, instructional television fixed service, ^ 
and minitranslators. Also, we need to expand the variety and number ' 
of services beyond the present one-channel broadcast program to 
achieve a multichannel service-capable of adequatelv dealing with a 
yaru^ty qf activities^such as open university programing, library shar- . 
in.^ specialized medical uses, and distribution of school audiovisuals, 

rho demonstration authority is intended to permit the conceptualiza- 
tion, develop^leut, experimentation, and demonstration of cost-effective 
applications of telecommunications to social service, , * 

Kather than funding large new hardw^are systems, we seek to assist ' 
tlie educational, health, and other service communities to test and 
prove- applications of existing and potentiaVcommercial telecommuni- 
cations servK^es. To the extent the users are satisfied with the benefits, 
t]vej\f may integrate the appropriate technologies into the 'iie livery of 
their services, ^ V, 

Our 'demonstration^ strategy- wouJ|l require a minimum of Federal 
4'xpeiuliture to stimulate a rechanneling of large existing local, pri- 
'vute, and indivichial resources , toward more' efffcient and effective 
service delivery. For example: . 

High quality iiudiovisiial^ productions ddivered nationwide'can re- 
place, trad tional lectures, tInisJreeing teachers to offer more individual 
attention to students, \ . ^ 

Tnexpenlsive electronic telecoinnumications can replace the expensive 
slow and ^ometimes difficult process of production and use of lar^e 
uuml>ers of copies of film aud tape. • 

,'The use of closed cinniit, broadband, iriteractive communications v 
can make available all'or selected portions of national and interna- 
tional conferences in education or the health sciences to interested per- 
sons throughout the country in either real time or at their convenience' 
rathe^' than limiting the participants to ^hose few who may travel 
to the conference city. 

The use of ))roadban(l, interactive coinmunications networks cffn 
c(iuuli;^e the acces*^ of isolated liealth practitioners and their patients 
to specialty con.^ultants for diagnosis and treatment, including emer- 
gency medical psych iitiry, orthopedic surger>% and prenatal care. • 

Trrformation on social programs and eligibility can J^e disseminated V 
ine.^pensively via -an audio-visual format rather than by repetitive 
face-to- tVe lectures by social w^orkers. 

Long-term benefits can, in many cases, be achieved by integrating 
telecomniunications into social service delivery systems since larger 
populations can potentially be served at a loM^er per capita cost. 

In addition, this strategy places selection- of applications and pro- . 
gram content firmly in the hands of the ultimate users themselves, 
where I believe it should l)e, rather th^n w^ith a federallv controlled 
service. It does this by funding demonstrations, not operational serv- 
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ices — leavin<r the creation of the oi)evatin<r services a ituitter of local 
'user diuiee. This is vital in insuriu<r the individual «ancl local deter- 
mination of the natin-e of health, ejucation, and other public services, • , 
so that these services are responsive to the need* as they are perceived 

locally. . . V ' ^ . 

I'lie demonstration authority is iiftencled to respond to local and 
•community initiative in j^enerating proposals and to n^if^rrefi^ate these 
local etlbrts to achieve the econon'iy of scale necessary for practical 
implementation. \ > 

A fe\V i)robable proj*ts are already ^apparent. One possible use ftf 
the demonstration authority would be in the field of satellife tech- 
nolo^^y. The level of initiative and interest shown by the health and 
education communifies in this type of service, partly .as a result of the ^ 
recently comj)leted ATS-6 healtli and education\ technology experi- 
ments/has been very hi5:h. Already, a user-based i^ulilic service satel- 
lite consortium o*f over 40 jnstitilticfps h^^s been f(\rmed. Its purpose ^ 
is to make possible nationwide cooperative ' eflFort for the* design, ^ 
linancing, and use ^of ^uch a system, 'inclifiling ^continuation of^the 
ATS-C Experimental services. , \ 

A satellite system is particularly difficult to fuhd locally because 
it is by econoniic necessity a national system aggregating and serving 
tlie neiids of a large number of users. S.uch a system, however, has par- 
ticular impact on rural isolated populations, who^wWld not other- 
wise'have access to. certain. valuable services.. It need not be a wholly 
public satellite delivery systecn which woida be Very opstly. Rather, 
partial use of oth(*r domestic satellites would permit a .Wall Federal 
investment to assist? in developing a product which couM have^high^ 
payoff in rural areas. \ . . 

Cable also lias great promise, ])arti<-n1ar)y in ma joiy cities, tor 
delivery of a wide vai'iety of services. With proper techWical char- 
acteristit-s Such steins could pro\*ide ?C l)asis for new^or better service* 
delivery. We are considering DIlEW/participatioai in the orTg()ing 
NSF cable, television pi'ojects in order to encourage the inolusicTn of 
certain \soci^al service delivery demonstrations relevant to\ de>[^art- 
mental interests. ' ' \ , , 

We -Ituve received a ninnb^* of small but- ])otentially worihwliile 
])roposals fo^* the innovative use of telecoiuniunicationsj in local service 
deliveiT systems. In most ca.ses.^the bulk of the resources for such 
. T)r()jecVs are raised locally in kind', hut sonie cash is needed to puiVlmse 
hardware* sucii as cai;iei'as, I'ecorders, and receivei's, afid to othe\*wise 
supplement ongoing [jrojects. 

AAV believe such Federal innovation funds -would be a gocnl n|itional 
investment. The share of the total nuthoi'ization we ])ropose to devote 
to demoust rations will he small, but we believe tluU tlie impact of the 
den^onstration j)rogram will l)e substantial. 

In conclusion, the Department o^ Health, Education, aiul AAVlfare 
suppoi'ts the provisions of H.R. -1561 and urges your committee and 
' the Congress to give them favorable consideration. 

5Ir. ]\rArr>oXAi>D. Tliank^ou very much, Mr. Morrill. 

Thank you very ifuich for coming, Mr. AA'^irth do you have any 
i]^uestious? 

- ifr-. AA'iKTii. Yes, My. (^hainnan. , ' ^ 

Thank vouTCM'y much for coming. 
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As you know, 1 -l^aveJiceti long an advocate of public television and 
J public broadcasting and public brpaikastin^ facilities. Insofar as the 
issue9^^4th HEW in the sixties, I am very familiat with them and it 
seeitts.we are g(3ing aroui\d nnich of that same turf except there is 
less money now than thcjre was then. 

I am concerned about\your gejieral approach to tlie SO-pcrcont cover- 
age figui-e. One gets the impression, I do anyway listening to you 
reading your testimony aiuTreading other material that has come to 
me, you are sort of "cciling*off" at 80 percent, as if it is an area that you 
' arc stuck at, that getting the oth^r 20 percent is difficult ? 

Mr. MoRRiiiL. ft is often true in this field, as in others, that as orfl* 
moves closer to 100 percent of the objective, the cost of ^jetting the 
filial fow percent tends to be high because of specialized' programs and 
because of dispersed populafions or other isrf\ios. y 

At S(?me point along, the Mne one makes a judgment that we Inn c 
probably done as much as we can practically do. I thinK' from our 
standp oint we are gettbig close to that point on the television side. 

We do' think, as suggested. in my testimony, that there is more to 
be (lone, with particular emphasis en upgrading the- existing capacity 
to pi'ovide coverage wi^i services thaf are now xiot available*. 
-< ' We believe we are going to, as wq push beyond 80 percent, run into 
high-cost operations. 

Sir, WiRTu. How do you justify that in terms of servbig all of the . 
people of the country ? Obvio\isly, we are/in a situatio^i where it is 
pretty simple f<fc vouto serve Xew York City, say that is 4 or o percent 
of the tot^l population oFthe country and say the Rocky Moui\taia 
region, in the 50 percent of the cbuntry that is rural, what is the , 
situation • f / 

Mr, Morrill. Obviously there must be a balance here. TSJiat we are 
suggesting in the way of application of different kinds of technologies 
seems to Jiave s^ite promise, of an offering, if you .will, a cost-effective 
alternative to broadcasting service in rural areas. We believe these 
are the onefe we ought to begin to exploit. 

Tha satellite, for example, is interesting: in that respect. We are 
>xplo"ring what one might do' with satellites in interrelation with cable 
systems where they ^xist in certain areas of this country to provide 
service. Perhaps other projects should be undertaken in terms of get- 
ting edu*cational broadcastin^ervice out there. 

As yo\i mentioned, the ruilX> areas are the tough ones to cover. I 
think we need to look as much to teclmxilogy, if you will, us to a brute 
-force solution of trying, to get the. service there because, „in the end,- 
that is what we^^trying to do, get service to the people at' the least 

G0st» 

Mr. WiRTii. What kind of special effort are you making in the area? 
I Rave been hearing about the satellite for 7 years, but beyond that 
what other kinds of special effoi-ts are being made in your office at 
HEW to really pay attention to what I think are the very real needs 
of people in that region who are not well-served and are m need? 

Mr. Morrill. Well, we are just beginning, as you know, to explore 
what can be done with a cable system in those -areas, and ^any rural 
areas, by the way, have an^existmg cable television capacity and how 
can one inter-relate the-Jibncommercial uses to that cabling system. I 
don*t think we know the answel- to it, but it is one that clearly has 
PoteutiaLthat we ought to look at 
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I (l^n't Icnow.— Allx^ii, do you want to add any move to that as to 
other possibilities? * j, 'y^ 

Mr. HoRLEY, Yes, if I may. We -liave been looltin'g at ii number of 
ditferPiit technologies which might hold potential here. • ' 

Of coui*se, you have to reco^ze we have had to operate largely in 
a theatrical environment as there arc few funds'^we^cai^-^ devote to 
teleoomrpimications. -One of the technologies which seems t*^- hold con- ^ 
siderable promise is. the '^mini" fepeater' stations forH^t^l^^casting. ' 
These have been tried by the Corporatibu for Public Brdiii^apting in 
Alaska. in situations whei'e. there are sma?ll communities; t^i^t is, 50 
or 100, or 150, or 200 people, and wher^those communitie^&so are" 
^luite removed from any neighboring community. It is, th^|V^^Gr not 
appropriate to try to build a large transmitter, let aJone a p^Aal^ction 
^facility in these communities. * ,^ V»'?*i£. 

It is possible to build very low cost, low power, in the neigjil^i^jiood 
of lO-watt, transmitters for use in these situations. 

ilr. WiRTii. Cgible does not eost us much ? ^ . i^^i 

Mr. MoRRiLrL. In the case of these facilities, certainly they\^^^)t 
as expensive as the conventional high-powered, over-the-air brQabJgE^I^ 
in^ facilities, but you have t\ae probleiB^of getting basic program i^^^ 
rials to th^m for' distribution. In other coimnunities, cable"may |^^* 
the same role. Vl'^^^' 

Mr. Wnira. YoiT have to cQ|icern yours^elf with serving in that i^sot 
where you go with cable or other technology, you have to cpncer^v 
yourself with those geographicalf areas? ^ <f^: 

3Ir. MomnLL. I doji'^denyjthat the economic^ ultimately is the f actoylj^l: 
you deal with here. \ " , . * . 

What we try to do as find a Certain amount of leverage to the deveiop^JA 
'nient of technology^o lias to. bring tliose costs per capita served to 
more nearly in line with the general national average. * ' ;4 'I 

Of course, it will never be exactly the same. There will^have to Jti^il 
national policy determinations on equalization of, opportunity wiffi 
respect to resources, but I think one of the real opportxmitiGs that fe 
program dealing with new technology through a demonstration ap#j 
proach can dft'cr is in ferms of finding solutions to provide service o^sr- 
a nationally available basis, equalizing that atcess, if you will. ^ > 

I think the video record .technology, "mini" repeater technology|;; 
and cable, the whole range of these thii;^s will ultimately fit into a 
large pattern of intercoimnunications services. ^ 

Mr. Macdoxacd. Will you yield ? , 

Just to put this whole thing back into a proper perspective, it seems 
to mo that we ought to find out what range of money yoiT arc talking 
about. I don't loiow who to iiddress that to. I don't know how new 
you are. ^ ' . 

Mr. Morrill. Well, I have been at HEW now about 2 y^rs, Mr. 
Chairman. , " : 

, Mr. jMacdonald. That certainly ought to be long enough.. 

Mr. SIoRRiLi^. Which I understand is pretty clo^e to the average 
lifetime of an Assistant Secretary at the Department. I might say this 
is not my personal subject. , 

Mr. Macdoxald, Before you get ijito that, I would like^ to get into 
the context, which I know is of interest to the subcommittee, which 
has already been discussed by the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. 
Wirth, who is very interested in tMs whole subject. 
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.What I would ]il<o to know is^ what kind of money aro^u talking' 
abo^t when you say, "WoU, we are^oin*? to put so nmoh'in this and 
so much in that and this is a good idea and that is a <;ood idea*'? It 
seoms^ me that you talk bijL?, but you talk small money. 

'Mr. MoRRirx. Well, in this deinonstration arpa, that is indeed ti'ue. 
We are (alkin^r^small money. Let me'^ su^^r^st why I tlmik that is 
possible, to talk small money in this particular area. 

Mr. Macdonald. Well, I first ask you becaus^j time is rumiing on us, 
as I understand your entire bill, there is only %:?yX^ million? 

Mr. MoRRHX. $7 million a year over a 5^year period. 

Mr. ]yL\rDoxALD. Yes; $7 million over a 5-year period to make $35 
million. Then, as I u^ulerstand it, earlier this year, the President 
attempted to cut $5 million out of that rather infinitesimal amoimt. 
'IVhat was HEW's position about that cutback ? • 

Mr. Morrill. Well, our view, I think, as reflected both in this bill 
and what is printed in the biidget estimate, that is, we thought that 
$7 million a year waS adequate, as the chairman recognizes. 
* Mr. Macdonald. Well, what about tlie recommendation— let me put 
it that way— the Congress refused to go along with it, I will relieve 
your mmd of it because^t didn't happen, and what position did the . 
iHEW people tak^^as far as this money thing tliat Mr. Wirth and I 
are both very interested in ? ' 

Mn Morrill. Well^ I think it is our view, and necessarily as ex- 
pressed in what we haA^e before you,' that we thing the $7 nlillion is 
justifiable. ' ' , 

Mu. Macdonald. That is now. W)at was it like when the President 
proppsed'his cut? Did 'you say, ''Go ahead and cut it" or did you 
ignore it? • . <^ ' 

Mr. Wirth. If you^i^ill yield. ^ . 

What was '3'onr recommendation to^ 0MB last, year for your 
program? ' ' 

Morrill. I thinfe,our reconlmeadation last year, as I recall, was 
at the $7 million-a-year level as it went to 0MB. . 

Mr. Macdoxali). When he suggested this rescission, what was your 
iwommendation ? 

Mr. Morrill. I think our discussions are a?little theoretical in terms 
of riiat proposed cutback. It didn't as you s.^- happen. 
" Mr. Macdoxald. It didn't happen, but he wanted t^hold back the 
$5 million. 

Mr. Wirth. Maybe it might be lielpf ul if we can get what the Office's 
request to the Office, of Education was and what their request to the 
Secretary's Office was and what the vSecretary's Office's request was to 
OMB and trace it back and see what the people working in the pro- . 
gram thought would be desirable funding for that program. Then we 
coA watcli step by step by step as if goes through. ^ 

Mr. Macdon'Ald. I can cut through that, because tliese are rather 
leading qne^^tions I have; whatever the answers are, T have here what 
the official answei's were, because I sent a letter to the Office of !Manage- 
ment and Budget, and it was received by them on February- 20, 1075, 
in which they replied to my letter of February 5 concerning the poli(?y 
toward Education's educational broadcasting facilities program, and 
they said that the language of the rescission did not reflect a change. 

Mr. MoRRiLi.. That was my understanding also. 
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Mr. Macoonau). And thut both legislatiou and rescissioii :iTc in- 
tended to reflect tlie siime policy, so rescission and the policy tliat yon 
are sayinjz: you cfre advbcating^ire two diirerenfc things l5ecan?c ihvy^ 
^Yero withholding $5 million * 

Mro MoRiJiLL. i believe the rescission retjuest M-as against an appro- 
priation, that liad run $i2 nullion. The DJIEW rescission request was 
to take -it back to t lie ^$7 nullion that the I)epartmeut atnd administra- 
tion had originally recpiested before the Congress acted. The rescission 
was denied by CongressT. . . • 

Mr. Maodoxaij). I will go back to this question : "tMiat is your policy 
about money ? Do you think that $;^5 niillion is going to'dp the job 
oVer a 5 -year period ? ^ 

Air. MoRRiLi.. Iji^t me retui-a to a co'uxde of jioiuts I made in my 
testimony., , ' 

Mr. Maqpoxald. The hearing^ have to Jbe reigessed for a vote, AW will^ 
reces^for about 10 rainutes and will r^wme on this subject, and.you^ 
can get your Heads together on it while we are going ^bout what you 
think about money. * . 

[Brief recess.] ^ 

Mr. Macdonald. Back on the record; ' • 

Mr, Mtyktaijiu One more word on that decision, ^ 

I think during the brea:fc period I ,was confirmed in .terms of what 
had happened. I tlrink it was a misunderstanding in terms of what 
.was being suggested- that resulted in that letter from 0MB to yourself, 
that thf^ rescission'itself^was.to take the money back down from a $12' 
million appix>|)rilition* to the $7 million wrfjch AVas the original De.part- 
nfeit request. , \ ^ . 

•In accordance with the Budget Keform Act, that was put before the 
Congress as a proposal,* turned down, and that was that. 

But that was those particular sets of events. ^ 

Mr. Macdo'xald. But that didn'f have to do — well, your facts are 
correct,^but it didn't have anything to do with my attitude about your 
attitude toM'ard the money becausi? we had appropriated $12 millicm. 
and the President said he was going to kec}) the $5 million, taking it 
back doiyn to $7 million, which i^now in this bill. 

Mr. !MoRRiLL. Yes, sir. . 

Mv. Macdoxat.d. So it is really a cut — which the President could not 
get away with, ^on are ])roposiiig that v/e just accept that. I was won- 
dering what your theoiy beliind that was. There is still a $5 inillioji^ 
rescission. .. ' ' * 

Mr. MoRKiij.. Well, let n^e say I fhink that the President was, firstof 
alhiiot flying to get away with any tlifng. ^ 

Mr. Macdoxaij). I didn't accuse him with getting away with any- 
thing, lie didn't get away with anything. 

Mr. ^loiti^iij,. One conies before the Congress and in the overall fiscal 
^^itnation in 1975 and 107(), there, has been an effort across the ])oard 
in the Govermnent to hold dollar expenditures down. 

Mr. ArAcnoxALD. Yon know. I have heard that more than you have. 
belVve me, so I don't need a lecture about lioldin^o: clown the budget 
because we Imye our own budget. We got so tired hf hearing other ])eo- 
ple talk about it we wanted to talk about holding down oiir own btidget 
so^wema.sst^d a budget limit of our ov. n. That is not the point. 

My point is. what is your attitude about the $5 million? 
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V * 'Mr. MoRRn.L, Our attitiidc about the $5 million w{>s"that we liad 
, originally requested $7 million in 1975, and we thoiight that was an 
adequate*^ amoimt. That didn't come aboift, we are ^roing to spend 
th'e acdditional dollars, now that^'the rescission hag 'been turned down.- 
I would like to a^so answer vour request about the amounts in tlie 
proposal o'^the authorization, ind talk, T beljf ve you werfe,'at.the end 
of the last session, asking 'me to respond to "How is this $7 million 
going to be used ?" " ' * ^ 

, Mr.MAODoxM.D. Ididn'tgettoityet. ' ' _ 

Mr. MoRBiTj.. I am sorry. - ; * - 

Air. Macdonald. J was saying you were saying a lot of ttiJhgs that 
it can be used for, but yoii needed [in aw.ful lot inore than th?it.' 
/ ' What I didn't understand, you talked throughout the statemenfe, as 

T read Ky and a'ou c^mlfined the facilities money together witkdemon- 
V * stration money and I was wondering some place there, andliever minii 
the side things thafc were being clis.oussecl, just in those t\yo big items,/ 
how you intended to distribute that apnount of nlon'ey ? ' , 

Mr. MoHKiLL. ye?^. Tluit was a duestion I was^oing to speak to now, 
, u lso. harking back to some things I s^idnn my testimon;^'^ jr"^ ■ 

First of all. with re?;peot t© publi^? radi^ portioij of the facilities 
side, there is an on-iroing job there to be ddne which we think is? within 
'the dpllaT-s that- will be available in the axitlioVization request. We cajp. 
make a' fheaxiingfnl i/npfovement in the cutre-nt 65"percenLt/covetage, 
" anuV we think public radio can get within the raflge, over 5 years, of 
> Hp percent population coveraire with the help of those dollars. ^ 

With ref^m^ct to television facilities Ave Ihink we. can make, as sug- 
gested in tliA testimony, some real improvement in the capacity of 
existing stations. - * 

We are uncertain as to hoAv much Ave can practically do about ex- 
pand ins: the percentage coverage in pure *quantitative tefmss 

We knoAv there are oualitatiA^e improA^ements that we can^d should 
make. T think that it is pretty hard to say, you get a Tot of nuinbers 
iu this business. "IToav much it takes to get up there." 
Some fiinu'es T have seen would suggest Ave would have to iuA^est, to 
, get from 80 to OO.percent, as much money as aa^c have invested in tlie 
AA'hole liistoiy of this program. T think this projection underscores 
m\^response to Congressman Wirth.'that at some p6]nt we will get to 
I a point AA'hei'e, from an economic standpoftit, or. a cost effectiveness 
stauflpoiT^t, Ave are not obtainint? an adequate/iTtum for iuATstment. 
, Afr.WrRTir. What CO Average are you at? 

Mr. ^foRRTix. T think it is conceded uoav we arc at a minimum coA^er- 
age of 80 percent. . 

AFr. WiRTTT. "What kind of percentage figure "^do yon haA^e, an x?co- 
uomi(» porreritage.that 80 percent ought to4)e the cutoff? 
M>. ]V ToRRTiJ.. T am not su re it is. <^ 

Mr. Wtrtti. Your assumptions. eAWvthing ^ou have been saying 
sufr.o*es^«; that 80 percent is tiie cutoff point and not 90, 70 or 60. 

• Afr. AfoRRTLL. I do not ])eliQA"e that anythinof we have said indicates 
that we haAT, adopted an 80 percent fifrure. I think we are getting close 
to the point of diminishing return-. T am not, however, at this time 
savin fr n narticiilar percentage is the right number. 

Mr. Wtrth. What kind of analvsis do you have that suggests we 
are getting close or we didn't pass the economic point a long time ago? 
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]\[r. i[()j{KiTJ.. T tJiink some of tlie niiniboi's now boin.^ u^c^([ to say ' 
liow nuu-li fundin<j: is iioedod to </S't from 80 to 1>0, whioli approacli 
tlie size of the entire Federal investment in public broadeavStin<j: 
facilities to^'dat^p su^ggjnts, at k^ist by inference that we are getting 
close, to Hie point of diiniiiiriliino-retm-n. , 

Mi\ \Xnnn. I heard Hie argumejit made fi'ankly by otliers it is 
really at 90 percent yoit^slaijt. to got diminishing returns and you are, 
dnrking behind an 80-percent rigure in an unrealistic fasliion. 

Mr. Ch;wnnan, coidd A\;e leave the recoixl open for them to submit 
whatever kind of analysis 'tliey have done ^ i[y .suspicion is your 
aiuilysis is not done. ' ^ .* : 

Mr. il'AeooxALO. That .is mV suspicion, too. I tliink, Avliile I agree 
with vou, 'Mr. Wirtli, and will certainlv acquiesce in yoijr statement^y 
I think we ought to spell out (A),.(B);((^), (D), (E), vdiat we wa?^- 
in im analysis or ekse we will just get a lo7ig work, witli all due defer-"" 
eUiCe to tlie Deptirtment, I don't see how you ai\e going to expand, /I'nd 
Jfr. "\Virth- aiubl talked to ybn about tlie same thing in diif(4-eut 
htnguage, i don't see how vre ran go ahmg Avith your statemenl^ about 
t/lie'need to expand the variety and nUmUev of services aud.so foi'Mi. 
ifow ai'C y(>u gc(nti^ to do it witliont money to do itwith f • » ^ 
/ Jlr. MoiunT.r], That brinjr« niei to tlie response on- the adequa(^y and 
7 Avhat the dollars look like for the demonstration si^e. . > 

^ly viy\\Ss we ai^e talking in the near tenn of less than ?i million in 
anv given year in termsoftho.se demonstrations. . ' ^ ' n 

jjyt hie say. a Avord as to Avliy that small anionnt of money ends up 
tirfning out to be meaningful and alloAf ing. us to do a number of 
wojr-tlnvhile things. ^ * ' . j ^ 

As we try out new technologies, there is typically a rmml^er of, if 
you A\ill. iv.searchers or groups ititerested in trying sometliing out, 
fjfton with snme Federal funds like in the health community or Avilhin 
the Xational Institute of Edycation or some Avho have a sp- ciflc apjdi- 
cation they would like to try. Tliey will be putting their R. & I), dol- 
lars on the line Avith that in view, and A\liat tliis authorify permits n;:^ 
to do is to take a number of such u.^ers Avho are interested in a similAr 
ty])e technolog^^ and allow them to jissemble a shared technological 
• facility that is more effective than -(lie indiAddual experimenf s. 

It. }^ not a L'lrjyi^ set of dollars, but it leverages a very i\i.^^h m'mbcj' 
of dollars of both the Federal and non-Federal kind. 

Mr. ir^fooxALD. Coukl I ask yon this qn^.stion on tluit point?. I 
don't know aa'Iio yc^i .had in mind about people Avho fiddle around 
Avith figures. Ijlon't think yqxi mean that people fiddled around Avith 
the figures in me> li)7f) Inidget, I doivt think you Avonld say that, would 
yourtiie administration budget or 0MB budget ? 

.Mr. IVIoKRTLL. I'am not sum of Avhat yon mean. 

Mr. ^Iacdonald. Let me read you 'this. In the 1976 budget, it is 
stated that, and I quote it directly : 

Amounts requested will provide for aotivatinjr tliree new pfluoutionnl TV and 
six new educational radio station.^ and upgrading und expanding: ten oducutionnl 
TV and seven educational radio .stations. 

Now do you think that is all that you ean foresee in the fiscal year 
1976 to help you do all of the things you Avanted to do? Do you think 
there is enough money in that budget to be able to do all of the things 
von Avant to do and still stick within this ? 
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ilr. MoRRFLL. Yes, nir. 
Mr. Macdonaij). You do ( 

Are you tolling nie that you tliink 3 now TV stations and 6 new 
educational sections and to expand, whatever tliat means, if you mean 
expand vou can put i|^ a new men s roonu expand 10 educational TV 
and 7 educational radiio stations, and that is all you need in tlio year 
197R to expand your rvices i : 

Mr. Moriull!^ We flunk that that can be accoinplislunl within the 
dollars. ^ 

Mr. Macdonald.|A11 ri^ht, in the number of dollars ydii requested, 
which I think is a very stingy amount to do all of the things you say 
in your statement that you want to do. . 

Jlr. Morrill. Well, I tliink, M« . Chitirnuuu w^e are talking here about 
not just a 1-year progi^am l)ut a r)-yeur program and wlmt we are hoping 
to accomplish with that level of dollars over that r)-year pedod. 

Mi\ Ma(^ix)Xald. Well, in other words, you are satisfied witlrwhat 
the 107() budget gives you ? 

^Ir. Morrill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macdoxald. How nmch money" do you spend on American 
Sanma? ^ 

Mr. Cameron. Mr. Chairman, w:e made a grant to American Samoa 
last year in the amount of $164,000. 

Mr. Macdoxald. $164,000? . 

Mr. Cameron. The amount is not exact. That is mily my recollection. 
I will l)e glad to furnish the exact amount. 

^[r. ^[acdoxald. And that is the entire amount of educational funds 
spent in American Samoa? 

AJr. (\\MKKox. Educational facilities money ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Ma( iv^xALD. That is how kids learn how to read and write and 
add and subtract and do all of the things they are supposed to learn 
in school ? 

• ^[r. Camkrox. America Samoa has a rather sophisticated televisior. 
education system. 

Macdoxald. That is what I was told. Have you been there? 

Afr. (\vMER(^x. Xo, sir. ^ 

Mr. Macdoxald. Well, I would advise that it would do the Depart- 
ment good and it would not be a wast^ of money, it is not the best 
climate in the world or anything else, but you would save'the Depart- 
ment money to go there, because what you are doing with the $164,000 
seems to me is wasting it. I don't think that anyone is learning any- 
tiling. T think the way we treat " im xVmerican Samoan pex)ple is a 
disgrace, th^ chihlien trying to get an education \dien they are de- 
pending on an education that is really nonexistent. 

3Ir. (?AMERox. I will make immediate plans to go, sir, in pursuance 
of your suggestion. 

Sir. Macdoxald. I uiKlei-stand there is Jux opening coming up in the 
governorsliip. Maybe you can do something about it there, I don't 
know\ . ' ■\ ^ 

Mr. Camerox. I know the Governor, sir. 

Mr. ^Iaodoxald. Welh then, you c^in either agree with me or dis- 
agree with me. I went there at the behfiSti of a gentleman who used 
to be very active there. Mr; II. Rex T^'l, w'ho later became a- w^ll- 
known member of FCC. and lie was just as appalled as I was at what 
had happened. 
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But do you expect us to just take the bill that you have sent us 
and say ^^That is enoufrh for IIEW s needs in liseal year IDTir' jind 
expect to do anythin*? in part icidar with it '( 

Mr, MoRRUx, 1 think we can do a job with that $7 million and niaU(j. 
it do a lot of <:^ooih a . . , 

Mr. Macdonai.d, How inanv facilities api)1ied for ^'ants in tuscal 

Mr, Morrill. In XDTo. there AveVe i\) new applications received, ^ - 
Mr. Macdon.vli). And how many facility ^rrants Avore made in r,)T5 ? 
Mr, Cameron. The 11)75 crranis have.not been made yet. 
Mr, Macdoxald. Then it is none 'i 
Mr. Cameron. Xone, 

Mr. ■Macdonald. Ilowmuch money Avoiild it take to fund fhe re- 
quests for f acMlit ies gi^ithts i 

^ Mr. Morrill. W^ll the amount on new applications, the amount re- 
quested was.fi^.1 million and those that were already pending, which 
were an j^Witdonal 114-, the request was for $25.4 million, or a total of 
$43 million o^ amounts to be considered. 

Mr.^lAODO^fALb. Yet none has been made for 1975 ? 

^fr. Morrill. Yes, sir. 

:Mr, M.^OTbxAL;,. Are you movuig along on the planning route? 

Mr, Morrill. Yes. 

Mr. Macdonald. ITow^ far along? 

Mr, Cameron. The grants are ready and as soon a^ the computer 
can respond, they will be but . <? 

Mr. WiKTii. Tliese are new, 114 pending and 79, these are for new 
facilities ; i§ that riglit ? i- - 

Mr. Cameron. No. They are a combination of activation applications 
w^ith improvement applications and that is the total of the applica- 
tions on handi ' ' 

;Mr. MoRiuf L. The upgrading is moi-e conunon in the applicants ot 
recent years. ^ 

Mr, WiRTii. Would you anticipate there would be more requests 
coming in from other communities, 43.5 total application i-eqiiests? 

:\Ir. CAHERON.-There Avill be other requests coming in. 

Mr. WiRTii. In fact, what Avould be your estimate of Avhat other 
requests would be coming iiu nofqui^e that high ? 

Mr. Cameron. I have made no estimate. \ 

]Mr. WiRTH. What is youi Ix st guess, 43.5 again ? 

Mr. Camfjion. Are you talking for each year or foc^tlie 5-year 
period^ ^ 

Mr. WiRTH. Over the next 5 years. 'in 

Mr. Cameron. Over the next 5 years, it probably would be double 

WiRxn. On the basis of those figures alone, $35 million over j> 
years doCvS not even cover the kind of inquests pendifig and new re- 
quests in fiscal 1975^ so it is difficult to^say that you are honestly cover- 
ing tlie needs that are being deterinined by your own figures, Mr. 
]Morrill. 

Mr. Macdonald, Will you yield? . 

As I understand the calendar, unless they have changed the calen- 
dar, how many more days do you have in fiscal 19^5 ? 

Mr. Morrill. To the end of June, about another 28 more days. . 
^Mr, ^Macdonald. And you have not put out a single request in 1975? 
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Mr. ( \\MKJ5()\. May I answer that ? 
Mr, Ma( DON Arj>. I hope soiiiobi >*Tv can. 

Mr, ('A^.n:noN. The slnfo of awuivb wan roaily from our ot\m\ IMu- 
cational r>ro:i(l('astinfr Facilities Pmfrrf^in Oflii-e, alnmt 2 months a<r^>' 
The Ofiice of Echu ation, as M'e uiul(MNtnn<l it. is <:oiii<r to a system of 
eonipnter printouts on all of its <i:rants this year ami our |'n'o<j^rar)i, 
even tlumi^h the <j:rauts ha\V been ivady, have (I) t:»ke th(Mr appropriate, 
plaee with all of the others from the Oillee of Ivlueation, We an^ toM 
no.w that it will probably be between the 15th and liOth of June when 
the <rraots will be annouiloed, 

Mr, M \ri)()NALo. When I say ^'ITon- far are you down the roiuV', I 
have been told, and maybe 1 didrft nndei-staiid eorreet ly, but are you 
almost tli'^»''^ f » ' * 

Ml'. ^b)Ula^J,. Yes. It is a, matter of 10 in 15 days. 

Mr. M vrnoNAi/). And how many ai^you <zt)in<^ to award i 

Mr. Tamkhox, Si:^ty-two. 

Mr, ^\ \('uoN ALD. .\nd how manv were requested ? 

M\\ .>b)''unj.. total ira'ludin<^ carryover applieatious, ^ 

Mr. MAri MNAjj). Well, 1!):;, f^!>, jis-I make it ofit, and I am not <^')od 
at this, hut I niaLe it out th.it llu re are a})pli('ants that are not ^**)in<: 
to *2:et ariyMiin<r, ' 

Mr, Mointir I . ^>s, sir. 

Mr. M A('0(JN Vet you <ret all of the mojiey you need to help alK 
of the people that need help. 

Mr, ^[niiU'-M.. Well, I would like to j)oint out a respt^ise to that in 
terms of this p!*o^r.';un's performam-e, that it is typically <'arryovei' 
thin//-^ and hus been for several ye:ir^ in varyin^jf auiount ' ':f dollar^, 
and for or.e reason or another an npi)lieation rnay not <ro t]iroji<rh in a 
particular yr:jr, a^>d thnt \he demand ^oiuewliVt outrun^ tlie total 
available is a f;inlv consistent ])attci'n i!;oin<jr back all the wmv to tlie 
be^inninir of the proirrnny • * ^ 

So v.;- ai/i', \<>u kn(^v/, iundinjx Ics^s than thi^ total. Tliat is not new. 
That hns'l'een a continnin<r fcatni^e of t)ie pro^^ram foi* some time, 

Mr. ^r\cnoxAU). That is a ])oiut [ have been tryin*; to mnke, tiuit 
you don't a: k for enou^rh to take care of the people who — well, I am 
suiv vou d.>irt <^et frivolous rexjuests, do vow I ' ' 

Ml\ ?b ni-M.. No. * 

Mt\ MvnoNAU). Of this number, if T can interrupt , you, of this 
nnhibcr of li>:^, how maTiy would you say are jiist irlvblous re- 

(pie.sts ^ A\'ould you say anv are ? ' \ 

-Mr. i\m:v. .:y\ .None were frivolous, sir. Sori^ were not ready to 
proceerl for one rea.-on or another, some of whidiNn'ere technical. We 
had son^e. for example, that applied for an iiu'orrecVlicense from the 
FCC and we were not able to fund it. We had othe^^s that did not 
clarify their elifribility when foiwr^ a nonprofit corporatfon for the 
sole purpose of owninfr and operating a station, 

Mr. ]\rA(T/ONALD, If they send yon a letter and you have people 
workinjT on tbepo papers* I assume ? . 

Mr. Camkron, Yes, sir, 

Mr. ^^u'noxALn. How ]on^ does it take to send back a faulty appli- 
cation saying "Yon have not made a proper application"? 

Mr, Cameuox, We could, do that: with expediency, sir. Our answer 
to your question was the total number of applications we had re^ 
cei ved and that is reflected in the 193 figure. 



Mr, Ma( I)()Nau>, Woll. do you have any figure, in your voluniinous 
not OS there, about how uumy have Im^n sent buck for tcelmical defieien- 
cies in the requests^ 

^ Mr (\\MKRox. There have been approximately 30, « 

Mr, MAcnov.Mii), All riirht, letls say tlu)se ;U), and I know an aetuary 

can ^nvc you those kinds of figures, but say 30 were defective, that 

would leave 101 that Just plain didn't get anything, 
Mr. Camerot. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Macdonaij), Yet you say you are perfectly satisfied with the 
anu)unt of money you recpiested for the next fiscal yeair I 
'Mr, MoRiULu Yes. 

• Mr. Macdonau). What is the increase over the' next fiscal year from 
1975 to 1976? 

Mr. MomiLt^' In money terms? 

Mr. Mx\toONAU>. Money, yes. ^ * . . * 

Mr. MoRiuiju The re^iu^st for next year, for 1976, is $7 million. . n 
Mr. Macdonaij). Avadable. . 

Mr. MouRiix. We don't or we have* not liad a congressional appro- 
priatTou for thut figure so we don't Imow yet wiiat'the 1976 figure 
will bo» ' 

ilr. Macdonaij). I know, they have to he authorized herp. I know 
that. Say you got what you askea for, 

Mr. MoRRiix. IIow many woul'd be left at the end of tSfS ? 

Mr. MAr?v>yAiJ>. How liiuch would be increased over last year, if 
jtou got every thing you asked for ? 

Is that any kind of an increase over 1975 ? 

Mr. MoRRiLi/. No, irt is ijot. 

Mr. Macdo>?au>. It is no increase ? 

Mr, MoRRiiJU That is right. . , i t 

Mr, MAcnoN.vLD. So using Xhose figures it would be roughly the 
same nim>ber of people, if the same number of people applied, it wouid 
be 10 people who stiir might as' well forget it, yet you bring all of 
these new great things to the United States. You are g6ing up to the 
maxinnuu fignm and did yon ever decide whether it .was 90 percent 
or 80 percent, Mr. Wirth ? 4 

^Ir, Wirth, I think I was getting it from the witness at, I think, 80 

percent. , o i* 

Mr. MoRRUX. Eighty percent is now the current coverage, bome ot 
the applications this year and again next year will be moving to 
up<»'rade the quality of the reception within those numbers and othei*s 
wiii be for new applications that will move for extending coverage. 

Mr. Macdonaijk I have t\VO more questions and I have Vl lob of 
other questions but I don't have time to ask all of these right now and 
there are two other members I know have a lot of othfcr questions. 

The firrt I think you answered and if you did it slipped my notes, 
how much of the money have you allocated between the two large 
segments of your appropriations, the facilities and the demonstration ? 

Mr. Morrill. The demonstration would be less than $1 milliqn in 
1976. ^ 

Mr. Macdonald, $1 million in 1976. 

Mr. Morrill. I^ss than th^N sir. Probably more in the neighbor 
hood, I can't, well, v.e duiiY have a specific project against that. It is 
not even yet authorized. 
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^^l^v^IA('n()^^\u). Just pick a niiinlxM- out of tluit luit. 
Ml* MoRRiix. It would be leSvS than $1 luillion. 
Mr. Macuoxaij). Loss than $1 niillion. 
How much for facilitios ^ 

Mr. Morrill. Farilitios would bv tlio i^G-pIus million. 

Mr.MACDoxAij). Well, I have lieard some rofmrts coneerniu<r tlu^ 
iiiefficioiiry of y«ur policin^r of tlie domoii.stration pro<rrams. Have 
you had any coinplaint.s in this^area, the policin^r of the demonstra- 
tion area i ' ' 

Mr. MoKRiLL. The satellite demonstration? * 

Mr. Macdoxai.d; Ves. 

Mr. Morrill. Yes, there wius some (Wieern alM)ut -tliat. The IIEW 
auditoi-s lmve«l)een into that. Their repoi-fe is not final. My understand- 
is that nothinjr ille|ral was found. I have not seen the final report. 
It has not been rendered. Those allofrations were investigated. 
^ Mr. Macdoxald. They were investifj:ated ? 
Mr. MoKUiLL. I'hey have Keen investigated. 
Mr. Macdoxald. ]Vv whom ? 
Mr. Morrill. The HEW audit affency. 

Mr. MAC!)(>XALD. Not by tlje Xutional Institute uf Education? 

Mr. MonniLL. Well, tlie Natiojial Institute of PMiication was, of 
roui-s<\ Mi\ rhairman. the eoncerhed A^eiK*y, but tlie proper ajf^encv 
for an inve.sti^ation is our auditors and thev were tlie ones that looked 
at it, 

Mr. M\<'DoxALD. Well, GAO is your natui al auditor. 

Mr. Morrill. We liave an I IE W audit aireney also. 

Mr. Macdoxald. I would think GAO is a little more impersonal. 

Mr. Morrill. I would say our auditors aiv pretty tou^h independ- 
ent lifiinded folks, Mr. Chairman,, and they are used to callin<2^ them 
.straight as they^see It. They have an independent judgment. 

Mr. Macdox^tLd. You know I am not sayina; tliey don't but I just 
know (tAO does. 

Mr. Morrill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MACDOXAij).jrhey have notb^en called audit? 
Mr. IIasttxos. We couldn't call them in, sir. They doH't work for 
us. r ^ . 

Mr. Macdoxald. Tlieyowork for tlie Government; they work for tlie 
Con^rre^ss. * • 

I will make Vou an offer you can refuse. Vrould you like GAO to 
investigate you ? 

Mr. TIa8Tix(;s. T tliink it might be nioi^e fruitful perhaps if CrAQ 
t<>oka look at Tlie llPtW audit agency ivport fii-st. 

Mr. Macdoxald! When is this report going to be ready? 

Mr. Morrill. I don't have a pre<nse date. But I know it is in its 
final stages. We can supply it to'you for the record, Mr. Cliainnan. 

Mr. AIacdoxald. Instead of doing it for the record, can you do it 
either for me or for the committee staff so we have a quick date? 

Mr. Morrill. We will be glad to. * 

Mr. Macdoxald. My last question, I promise. Mi*. Frey and Mr. 
Wirtli, will be just this: Yon are charged with the duties of oversee- 
ing title VI of the Civil Riglits Act, right ? ' 

Mr. Morrill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macdoxald. And you do enforce title VI? 
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Mr. MoRKiLL. The iMiforcvment nro^rani is our Otfire of (Mvil l\i<i:hts 
with respect to HEW ^rantoes' an#contractors. 
- Mr. MAruoNALD. Ki^ht. And you do do it ^ ' 
Mr. MoKuiLL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MA<n>()NALD^ 1 )o you have a report ( 

Mr. MoKiaix. AA>lr, with respeet to this aiea. I would like to re[)ort 
to. the committee there have been, particularly over the last year or so, 
an increasin<r nund)t»r of complaints in the area of. the civil ri<>hts 
enforcement. 

Theit* are the lussuranees provided at the time of the applications. 
Those assurances are routinely reviewed, hut the number of c()nn)laints 
have indicated to us that gomethin^ more is required and at the present 
'time, within tiie HEW staff, we are in the process of developing specific 
re^ilations with respect to* title VI enforcement in tliis area. Those 
are now under development in the HEAV staff., 

Mr. JNtACDONALD. I mean this in the kindest way possible, will you 
please translate that for me ? What does that m?an ? • 

Mr. JroRUHX. That means we have been doing a title Vlj^nogram 
with resi)ect to a[)pliciyits. ' . w ' 

The amount.s of complaints that have been received in increasing 
numbers over recent years has indicated trat we need to do more. What 
we are doing in the ^yay of more, is to develop a; specific sot of regula- 
tions with respect to the educational broadcast facilities wlio are 
grantees of HEW. ^ ' (V 

Mr, MArnoxAi.D. If T understand you correctly, you are nS^ enforc- 
ing it because you.doix't have ar.y standards to enforce? 

3lr. MoijPTLL.. Well, there have been investigations. First of all, there 
is thA proecvss that the applicants take, that assurances are given, to 
make sure that the progragn or activities of the applicant are in ac- 
cordance with the title VI requirements-. 

There have been investigations from time to tiriie under the basic 
title VI. There have not been^j specific regulations applical)le to the 
educational broadcast facilities area. 

AVe are now in the process of developing those specific regulations 
to addn^ss the kinds of problems we have over the last year-begxm to 
have brought to our attention in this area. 

I might go on beyond that to say it seems T should say a few things 
about that problem. , i / 

,()ne, with respect to allegations abuuL employment discrimination 
and what have you. that is lairly straightforward and it is something 
that tiie Department is used to dealing with with its contractors and* 
grantees. N ' 



"When you xnpve over into the area of the program offerings at the 
i*esponse to this or that or the other interested minority groups or 
women in communities, it gets us into a very much touglier^set of 
issues about liow^ it should be dealt with, both, in terms of effective 
enforcement of title VI and the E^ederal Government's general posture 



Mr. Macdoxald. What is proguam content, what does progi'am con- 
tent have to do with hiring minoriSfe, including women ? 

r\fr. Morrill. The liiring thingj as 1 said, Mr. Chairman, is pretty, 
straightforward. . , 
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Mr. ^^A(noN.vIl). How muny^womea here in Wasliin<2^on are eni- 
|>1 u'ed by you \ 

Mr. MonuiLL. Ry me personally, in my staff, or in the Department 
as a whole ? - ^ . 

Mr. 'Ma^ don'au).' Tn the Department dealing with facilities grants? 

Mr. (\\MKi}()V. There are four women out of a s^taff of 11, sin 
. Mr* ilAinoNAU). You jiist hav'^e a total statf of 11 handlin<i: wlmf? 

pir. MoRRiix. The errant^s themselvps. In addition to tliat, of course 
\\\ M*e is the Otth'e of Civil Ki<rhts which is concerned with this dimen- 
sic n. They haves amon<rst their employees, both a substantiftl number 
of women and ininorities. I don't have the precise fif!:ureS with me 
toaay. I, too, have women, -for exam])le, working? on my staff. The 
D<|partmcnt has l^een tryinjj^ to, wjthin its own employment pntvLices, 
if vou will, to do the best job it knows how with respect to those issues. 

\lv. ^lAt'DONAiJ). If you do not have the figurev*^, this is my last 
reque^; if you do not have the fi^rures with you, could you furnish for 
the subconunittee the list and job classifications of how many people 
. you have workin<r full time in this enforcement of title YI? 

Mr. MonriLL. All ri^ht, sir. 

[The followin^^ material was received^jfor the record:] 
• ' ' ' Enforcement of T^tle VI 

Tho OlRre for Civil Rights ts rew^onsihle for the enforcement of Title VI of 
ni«» Civif Rights Art, Title IX of the Rdurayon Amendments of 1972, jand 
-in Kome instance. Executive Order 112*16, with respect to noncommercial public 
; ,hi-oAdca?ftiut; radio and televUion licensees reoeivinfl; federal assistance 'from* tho 
'iDepartmont of Health, Education, and \yelfare. Such funds are dispersed^ 
through' /the Educational BroadcaHiiiiff Fachities Program, as well as, among* 
others. tW KraergencKSchool Aid Act. As a ifcjult, this compHpnco responsibility 
ovtends to approximately 146 television and 44 radio station.s. It should be noted, 
however, that the Department has no authority eminating froRi federal funds 
distributed by The (Corporation for Public BroadcaatinR. 

nuriiig the past year and* a half, the Offlce\for Civil Rights ha$ made a con- 
certeii f iTort to eiitablish effective complj^antfe program in HEW assisted public 
broadCi'vstirtg. In order to develop sound policylin this complex field, it has been 
necessary to undertake extensive legal researih, prepare guidelines to amplify 
existinii: regulafions, and train personnel. Whiif* devefoping* policy, efforts have 
!)een made to inform the industry^ and the public of civil rights concerns in 
public broadcasfing and to elicit comment and cooperative efforts. Regular eon- 
tact is made with minority and media groups sinmlarly concerned, as well as with 
fedejra! ngencies and industry organizations, irtcinding Federal Communi'catioqs 
Commissi on, (\>ri)orflrtion for Public Broadcasting, Public Broadcasting Service, 
AKaocifftion of Public Radio Stations,^ an^ National Afisociation of Educational 
Broadcasters. 

At present OCR cooperates .closely with the Office of Education in prr^'-'fUng 
advice in <'ivil rights matters and reviewing pf>tenMal recipienus. Ei^ch applicant 
for a facilities grant nni.st provide basic ^vil rignts data to OCR, where it is 
broadly re\*iewed >ind forwardedyto the appropriate regional special1«;t for desk 
review or on-site visit if nece.ssain^. Approximately 20 on-site and 50 desk reviews 
have IxH^n accouipiishedi-^.Uowever, no applicant wh|ch has not previously been 
found in noncompliance and placed in deferral statfts may be denied eligibility 
by the *)Mife fov Civil Rights under existing regulations; such denials can only 
l»e made by the Office of Education on programmatic^grounds. 

Tn the n^atter of complaint initiated action>s. OCR is currently investigating 3 
• individual employment complaints, and is pjanning two .major .on-site investiga- 
tions of alleged discrimination charged by /»ommuni^ group \organizatlons. A 
third comnnniity grobp' complaint has been resolved. 

OCR expects to promulgate information guidelinejA to the industry in the 
near future ana foresees an effective compliance program resulting from its 
preliminary measures to establish sound policy and constructive procedures. 
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Title 
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(Jeanne Tully Special Assistant to the Director 
Josephine Cr9r8hton Special Assistant for Special Groups 
Kathy Smith _ Sacratary Steno _ 

Bostor) Barbara Williams Equal Opportunity Spsciallst . 

New York City HSrry Wright... Special Assistant to Regiopal Director 

Philadelphia Ron Gilliam Supervisory Equal Opportunity Specialist 

(Deputy), 

Atlanta Archie Meyer Supervisory Equal Opportunity Specialist.. 

Chicago-Cleveland i ?®^^/Ly ^"^^.^ {.^ H'"®^ " Equal .Opportunity Specialist 

(Jane! S;as (>4 time) :. do j 

(Cleveland) Leonard Hamilton do 

Can Franrt-rn Pblamino (|^ timo)_ Supervisory Equal Opportunity Speci^is't _. 

J>an francj.co (poto Hill(4 time) ...do ....... .. 

Denver Ramon Villarrsal . do 

Seattle iJn^^ Eby (j^ time) Equal Opportunity Specialist, 

" ISally Fox (>^ime) ....,Mo Z 

Dallas... Alicia Beetle Jdo . 

Kansas City i. James Co ...j^y^ Prt^ ram Analysis Officer 
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301 
318 
160 
301 
160 

160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
160 
345 



15 
11 
6 
12 
14 
14 

14 
11 
U 
,13 
14 
14 
• 14 
13 
13 

U . 
13 



Mi\ 3lA(n)()NALD. Thank yoii. . , 

Any (jucst ions ^ ' , ji 

Mr. Fhky. Thank yd^i, Mr. Ciiairnian.'' I have a fQ^y qiK^stions.^ 

First, ^oin^ back and lookiiig over some statements in 1973, I had 
an' am(*udiiuuit which added $5 inillion to the program and' it was 
originally a 4 -year hill that evonrually ended Jis 2* years. B(^cause of 
the tromondous ikhhI that existed then, we authorJze'd $25 million for 
1974: and $:^>0 million for lOT:^ ^ - 

^ As 1 look hack over the figures in the different statements, tlim:e is 
no quosti(m in Ti\y mind the need is even m-eater iiow than it was in 
1973. ^ ' . 

As a matter of fact, some of the things I lioped we were doing in 
public radio and hi other areas would lead to more statibns. We need 
them for diversity. We don't have enougli. , 

Considering this tremendous need, I have been listening nowi^and 
read the statements before — whj^ the gap ? 

Mr. MoKKiLL. Mr. Frey, let me agree in part with some things you 
said on public radio. 

For instance, we agree that we ne^d more stations. We are supposed 
to activate new stations. With inspect to the need itself, my own sense 
of that is that that need is nut a fixed mimboi In lime but indeed 
gets recalculated as we go along. * 

Indc/'^:! oacii time wc go along. Indeed each time we go around both 
not only with respect to the inflt^onary factor that is with us all of 
the time but also with respect to what is perceived to be need gets 
changed and it t^nds to get bigger as time goes by. 

That is not because we arp not getting things ^oniplished, because 
the rec(5rd clearl^shows otherwise, that those stations are getting into 
place and we are making progress on that. ' ^ 

Then I think the question is, having made that prpgress, limv far 
does the Federal (lovermnent go ? What should it to do 'i 

We tried in oiir statement to uutline wiiat^^^x think fhe objective 
ought to be and what they ou^hi perhaps not to b'S» *. 
" |I<)W far we go in the facilities program, particularly with respect 
to the television side, as I noted earlier, I think we are getting to the " 
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point whev€> we are really beii^iiining, without beiif^ able to say pre- 
cisely what percentage, to push the practical limits of what we can do. 
On the question of "^'how far," our view is that we should proceed oyer 
tlie next 5 years doing those things in television, upgrading capacity, 
activating new stations in s^)nie cases where it is clearly warranted, and 
as we go along to keep a close eye on expressed need to sec how well 
the {)rograni is doing. We are continually-evaluating ''Where is that 
outer limit * 

Mr. Frey. Well, I won t take a lot of time because I think the chair- 
uuui has probably covered nuiny of these poiiits, but you hit on two or 
three tilings: The, costs involved, the need rb get us to an 80-percent 
level from where we a re now, f or exairtpleuind the need for additional 
radio stations. Further additional coverage in that areti is certainly 
needed. Another factor, which I think is an existing and ^ood thing, 
is the use of satellites, which I think is great. But everything yon are 
talking about adds to the basic cost. 

You are looking at authorizations lhat were just about in 1 year 
Avhat you are a sking for in 5 years, 

I usually don't vote to give a. lot of money away but it looks to me as 
if we are Citlier going to have a pul)lic broadcasting network or we 
luv not. ' « . 

^ As we are ifii'rng to see. some i)eople are talking about $'3'55 million 
needed over ."iH'ears and some about it?-2;iT million. Whatever figures you 
talk about. tluM-e is a treiiieridous gap. I am tryhig to resolve in my 
iiiind how this all can be worked out. 

Sh\ Mo\nu\A.. S(Mne of those numhers arc fairly recent and we Ir.ive 
rtot had a chance to look at them. Others we are aware of and would n't 
argue with you about. ^ . ^ 

L think in additTou to the question of what that need is, yon also 
have a (|uestion of, given the exi)cri^nce of a match of Federal and 
non- Federal sources, how much should the Federal Government put 
into it? TluU is also an issue, lloir much Federal stiuudation is 
needed ? AVe kmnv we have stinudated with less than $1 million 10 
tinges that much in other than Federal resources going in to creating 
this service we-a-re anxious to l^a^ e. * 

Mr. Frky, Well, is that in essence the philosophy that you arc op- 
erating on ( The nu!id)ers rain sure^ wouTd quarrel with because there 
is this treuieudous need. You feel this suudl amount of Federal dollars 
will satisft this need i 

Mr. MoRKiLL. Yes, There is (*lear need and we have in the past leveled 
a lot of Federal dollars in terms of being able to create a capacity, but 
we are dearly not and 1 don't think the legislation ever coatempiated 
we wer(^ going to do it all with Federal funcls. 

So the (]uestion is how much can we get done and can we ^t meaft-^ 
ingful [)r()gress and we think we can with the authorization levels 
we recommended to you. 

Mr. Fhky. I would be interested in this too. Mr. rhairnuin, after 
we hear the other testimony and' we have a chance to review the needs, 
inaybe we can go back over this. / 

Stw Macdonaij). That is fine:- Don't let me embarrass you because 
I know you serve the Space and Astronautics Committee, hut woul'd 
ycni mind telling these gentlemen who are interested in satellites, espe- 
cially domestic satellites, what it cost us last year in the satellite field? 
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. Mr. Frey. liie total HixMuliiig in tlie unmanned satellite field was 
probably somewhere elose to half a billion dollars, depending the 
number of launches. • 

Vou have to break them down. One tlun<)j we have <?oin*r for us 
(h)wn the line, Mr. Chaii'man, w-Jiiel) I think ij* really (roing to change 
this country around in the years, is the use of the space shtitUe. Start- 
ing in 1980, it will allow us to put satellites up for peanutmj|)mpared 
with the past. ■ 

In.stead of building them, with the great deal of sophistication you 
have to have^how, we will go back to building theni, m esseix<;c, as' we 
did in the old horse and.buggj^ days. If they don't work, we'll bring 
them down and fix them/ I think this is one thing down the line v/e 
have to look forward to. \ < 

Jlr. M.vcDONALi). I liave no quarrel with^he geiitleman, but ! wdnt 
you to point out the ligures we have here, with a $5 million re.scissittn , 
here, which ends us up only at $7 million a year and this is an entire, 
separate program that is involved. 

Mr. Frey. Yes, sir. Of course, there are different parts to look at, ia- 
cludyig the ATS-G n^d othei* satellites. I am talking about the entire 
program we iiave: including some that go outto the phmts. 
^Mr. MAn)()N.uj). I think the figures speak for themselves. 

Mr. FuKV. Yes, sir. It is»a good investment, Mr. (^hairnian. . 

Mr. MoKUiLL. If I may 4uld a brief comment, with respect to our 
approach on this demonstration we are not talking about in this pro- 
gram of buying, if you will, the hardware. 

Clearly a .-^atelliu* of the kiiul that ATCMi was, was in the neigh- 
borhood oi^a )^\iH) miirum investme^it. But what we are talking jihout 
is making use of satellites that are launched either, as in this casO, by 
XASA or prospectively by domestiiL' satellite licensees. We are suggest- 
ing buying a service and that comes ai a quite different >annuari)rice 
than trying to buy the initial hardware investment. We can do it for 
a rather low cost, particularly wlien yon add, in any given deumnstra- 
tion or recent project, money that will come in from the technical ex- 
periments that XASA does. V, 

Mr. Khev. I can't agree with you iTTDre. Some day the youth in this 
country will take a course in art in the Louvre or doctors will look at 
some kind of new surgery, wherever it is performed, through closed- 
circuit TV^ It will l)e tremendous. , 

Mr. MArnoNALn. And 1 hope they learn how to read and write in 
(luani and American Samoa before that time. 

Mr. Morrill. So do we. 

Mr. Macuoxalo. Mr. Byron ^ 

Mr. l^Yuox. I hope we can do something in Appalachia before we do 
it in India. I don't know if you are involved in any of that kind of 
program bui I get a little bit up.set when I see- a do:iic.stic satellite 
])rogram beaming programs into the Appalachia area and then move it 
over to the subcontinent of India. I don't know if you get into it. 

Mr. MoRRiLr.. I am aware of it, although there was a lot of work thai; 
had bt^n done before rfhat occurf'cd. I think it was an experimcuN 
that had a planned existence, including that trip to India. ' ^ ' 

Wc made hm- of it while it was here. We think it was valuable, what 
we did, and we froifi tlu* Depai-tnient have indicated to the Admim^-; 
trator.of NASA we are anxious to have it come back at the end of its 
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assifi^ned tour tliore,ancl we think that tliere are applications so we can 
make use o*f it 

^rr. Byrox. Do you think you will get it back? ' ' 

Mi\ Morrill. We hope so, sir. That is our view of it. It is supposed 
to spend as I understand it about a year providing service in that 
area. It turned out, as clearly indicated bv your conunents to me, that 
from the user's standpoint it was sometliing they felt was valuable 
and helped them. ^ ^ . 

Mr. Byron. And insofar as Alleghany Community College up in 
Cumberland, Md., can I tell them they will get it back next year ? 

Mr. Morrill. You can tell them IIEW is sure pushing in that direc- 
tion, sir. We think there is a good chance of it happening. 

Mr. Bi^TioN. One comment I would lil^e to make before Mr. Frey 
leaves. It is possible today to watch operations and doctors are doing 
it and we have in Mar^^land 'and I would like to invite the committee 
soinetinie to come to look at a public broadcast over educational tele- 
vision as it is working. 

I don't know how nuich money you put into it. I know you have put 
some. I should know, but I don't. 
. ^Ir, Morrill. We did put in quite a lot. 

Mr. MxVCDONALD. How riiiich would you say is quite a lot ? 

Cameron. If you give me a moment I will get that for you. 

]Mr. Macdonald. I thought that was the gentleman from Annapolis 
who pioneted that. 

Mr. Cameron. In 1967 a grant of $653,000 to the Maryland Edu- 
cational Cultural Television Commission in Baltimore to activate 
channel 67. 

In 19715 we made a grant of $429,000 to the Maryland Public Broad- 
casting C();nmission for Ha^^erstown to activate Channel 31. I believe 
that is t lie one you have in mind. 

We in()i^^ecently in 1974 made a grant for activation of a station in 
Annapolis. 

Mr. Byron. That was the one the chairman spoke of. I think it is 
fair to say tlie State puts iu a good bit of money as well as some sub- 
scribers putting in money. 

Mi\ Cameron. Yes., The matching on the Annapolis project was 
significant, particularly from t^e State's viewi)oint and they put a 
groat (leal of money in it. 

!^^r. BviioN. Are they on the air yet? 

]\rr.(\vMER()N. No. This fall. 

'Slv. Byuon. That will be the biggest? 

Cameron. It wi^l probably be the best ETV reception in the 
Washington area, 
-^[r. BvR(JX. Tlianllyou, Mr. Chairman. 

JFr. Macdonat.d. Mr. Wiith. 

Mr. "t^TiRTTT. Just a brief question for Mr. Horley. 

Could you describe for us your sense of how HEW has evolved its 
understanding telecommunications ai^l hardware; you started there 
in 1009? . ■ 

Mr. IToRLEY. Yes, sir. 

.You undoubtedly are aware of some of the orig:inal telecommuni- 
cations activities at DHEW. We were both in theiDepartment at the 
same time in the beginning of the program. I would say that the. 
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evolution of Tolecomnuinications DI1E.W lias been rapid. There is 
a growing realization, both of the magnitude of the total task of im- 
plemeiiting an operational system such as Public Bxpadcasting, aM. 
of developing new concepts which we heard of in the demonstration 
testimony. \ ' 

I think we should draw a distinction here in tlie sense tliat we are 
not arguing witli wliat one perceives to be the total magnitude of tlie 
task of building the public broadcasting facilities. There is some ques- * 
tion, I think, vis-a-vis the appropriate Federal contribution and witliiu 
tliat categoiy wliat ought to^be HE\^^ appropriate Fole. 

We-, in the testimony, pointed out the issue of capital plant depre- 
ciation. I tliink it deserves more consideration. There is a concern about 
the Federdl Government being able to devote largo amounts cf dolttrs 
to facilities that caused us to look at a different role that Department 
such as HEW could play. A role that would t(f a greater degree be 
catalytic with respect to creating telecommunications facilities to serve 
the public interest. We looked at the veiy, very large inve^ment that 
is annually made comnierciallv in communication facilities in the coim- 
try. We looked at w^hat the telepltone company invests in a given year, 
$5 or $6 billion, and at what the commercial broadcasters and other 
"relateil industries invest and we begin to.ask questions "How can we 
begin to move this commercial caj^acity in the direction of serving 
health and educajtion needs ?" 

I think Avhat we are trying to move in the direction of is a program 
that allows lis to get leverage vis-a,-vis these large private iuvl^stnients 
which are being made independent of any Federal Govermnental ac- 
tion, so that is one trend in our policy. 

We are not, however ignoring the real benefits that have been de- 
rived by building a public broadcasting system. I view that system as 
having, first and forejuost, the important capacity to create program 
material, and that fact has some important implications witli regard to 
upgrading of facilities. * 

One w>ints to create very-good studios, very good capacity to make 
good programing. That is w^liat people ultimately look at. 
- Second, there is a question of distribution. You asked about the need 
that occurs to provide lairal coverage; whether we had an analysis. 
We have analyses, but one of the problems .with it is it is theoretical. 

One draws circles on maps where there are stations proposed and 
you have to ask if someone applied where you drew ^tlic circle.' This 
theoretical study shows tliat costs climb very rapidly above 85 percent 
coverage. It is based on the concept of serving the most demise popula- 
tion centers first, which may not reflect the actual pattern of apphca- 
tions. ^ 

In actual fact, one has to look at the actual applications when they 
come in andexamine the economics of providing and sustaining a A'iablo 
'service in the applicants coverage area. ' » 

Mr. WiRTir. You remember how difffcttlt it was, when the Office of 
5?elecominuiiications — whate^Tr it was called — when it started, to get 
people to understand, primarily in a software agency, the relationship 
between software and hardware. 

Maybe Mi\ Morrill can conmient on that, how the agency has grown 
up to understand that. I think it goes very much to Federal regulation 
in the satellite program, wliich has the same kind of problem. 
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Mr. Morrill. I^^t nic take tlie first crack ancl^tliey may want to add. 
In^ K)68, in my own oxi)erience l was involved in a fairly large ex- 
ecutive branch study of this whole field of t^.lecoinmunications and 
where we wer^ ^omfr and what directions might be followed. 

At that time, I can remember HEW people coming up with that 
sense ot being unclear. They w^ere not too.sure how they would inte- 
grate telecommunications into their kind&of activities. It tended to be 
moie nearly a dialog that went something like this: "What are you 
goKig to d(/witli a thing when you get it The answer was : "Well, ^ve 
it to n\i^ Und I will figiire it out later. 

I think we arc getting a good'deal more sophisticated thhn that now. 
Jt IS s)()w and hard, but I think in part of voui- (inestion. the recogni- 
tion that I teel sHongly rtbout, is until the users perceive the real bene- 
nts in their own terms, it is not really going to takeoff. 

T think we are showing some signs, though, in a number of applica- 
tions, that users are getting together to get their needs in early, 

I tlunk that is true. And indeed they have to make the choice within 
their own program framework and their own dollars and saying - "By 
golly, here is a better way to go to do the job I am doing," ^ - 

Now. I think we have made progress over 5 or 6 years in thatskind 
of perception. That is not to say there is not a lot, of no man's land where 
people have not thought about it at all. I think in the social .services 
field, we have not even begun to scratch the Surface. We are making 
progress. 

Jfr. Wtrth. I can remember wlu'ii the broadcast facilities request 
would cor^e up to the Office of the Secretary in lOfiO, there was a 
trenicnuvTtis amount of suspicion and a tremendous amount of resist- 
ance to that kind of hardware function belonging in the Office t)f 
Education. Mr. Crtmeron, doe.s that feeling still exist ? 

..Mr, Camerox. We run across nl fairly frequently. A^ run across 
that type of question, as to subtlety of a hardware program in the 
Office of Education. . - 

Mr*: WtrtiiI ^thought maybe we would do well t^ put it all into the 
Defense Depai-tmpt because we do so well with AWACS, $150 mil- 
lion a copy, and we couJd have educational television and public broad- 
^ casting then for almost 100 percent of the population for the cost of 
ouQ ropy of an AWACS floating radar i)]attorm, 

^ri*. Camrrox. Or move in the other direction and put more hard- 
ware programs in MEW. 

Mr, WiRTir, It might liumanize pait of that problem, too, but 1 had 
the other thought, 

y^v. Morrill, I know that even if you could do it, and the user was 
unclear as to what use he would make of it, you would still have a 
problem. ^ 

Out of my own personal experience, I have seen audio-visual equip- 
ment where the schools got very enthused and subsequently you would 
J\m\ the equipment in closet?, all over the country because they didn't 
know how\to get it useddn the classrooms properly for quite a while. 
^ The sense of how the user is going to fashion that capability and 
ir'mfx it inside of their environment .is a very important step and it 
has to be taken if this thing is going to succeed! 

^Nfr, Wtrtit. T have a summary point I would like to /nake, Mr. 
Chairman, I think we have come a long way over the last 6 or 7 years, 
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but that is certainly not reflected in the budgetary figures you are 

submfftmg. . . « i- 

You sound very much like HEW of a decade ago with its tailings 
in view of that inadequate budget and yet the Depai-tment is ready to 
tick off that the whole public broadcasting notion is much, much bet- 
ter accepted and much better undei*st6od than before, and y^v^o are 
doing less about it here. So I find this a very frustrating kind of 
dilemma to be discussing here. ; t i - i • 

Mr, Macdc^nIvld. I would just like to add to that, which I think is a 
very" thoughtful statement, if you listened to it, that perha{)s Uncon- 
sciously you are so embarrasse<l by how much money you spend in 
other fields, that when it comes to this particular area you feel like an 
^uninvited guest or somehow you ovei-stayed your welcome, because I 
don't know what your l^udget ip-- ^ - a 

Does anyone at the table knAw what the HEW budget is ? 

Mr. ISIoRKtLL. Yes. The request, for 1076 1 think totaled for the whole 
Department about $118 billion. - \h -iv q 

Mi\ Macix)nali). $118 billion and. you are up h^re for $35 million? 

Mr. Morkii.!.. Yes, sir. I might sav in my particulixr job T have the 
somewhat thankless task of saying/within any given number, "How 
do you balance out what it is?" "What are you going to do about social 
security recipients and welfare recipients and the education needs 
and this gO(\s on and on and there are a gi-eat many demands.. 

Mr. Macdoxald. Thev are very happy to watch public television. 

Mr. Morrill. I am siire they are, 'but they are also interested in suf- 
ficient resources so that mavbe they can have a set in their house. 

Mr. Mactx)Xald. The struggling public broadcastmg, P^^P^^ l^J^^!^ 
beginning in their infancy, many of the people who get their HE n 
cliecks are also beneficiaries o| your, shall we say largesse, m giving 
these facilities a long time ago. Yonr largesse has be^n very one-^ded, 

of COUnse. , . , . . V. 

My last inquiry,»^his i« not a question but an inquiry. You, too, nave 
con\e np here asking for a 5,year authorization. What are you going to 
do to help til is subcommittee get one? — . 

Mr. MoRRiLi.. Well, I guess what we usually do; that is, recommend 
and urge as best we can. ^9 v 

Mr. Macdonald. Wlioni are you going to urge and recommend ? I ou 
will prcffiably get a 5-year recommendation that ^ill be taken seriously 
here, but are you going to go any place else to see if you can be of 
assistance in getting a 5-year period for us? ^ 

Mr. Hastin(JS. We certainly iptend to support H.R. 4564 actively 
with anyone on both sides of the aisle. p 

Mr. Macdonald. That is very good news and we thank you all yeiy 
^ much. * • . 

My. Wirth. Mr. Chairman, one final point. 

Mr. Byron- has pointed oat quite properly the concern of tlie tax- 
pavers o{ this conntrv for how their money is spent and. I think that 
again raises the issue of priorities and so this is what it is all about. 

We save a great deal of technology rnnning amuck ut the discretion 
of the Pentagon. If these peo])le conld only understand we can do a 
much better job in terms of education, social ^^^I'vic^ ami so on with 
just the cost of one of those flcf ting radar platformsl^called AW 
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and if it is just a tpn iblo waste of money in tlic tcchnoloffv area where 
the neo(lhere isso very weJl (leiiioiistrated. 

_ Thk^ simply the 'matter of wliere we spend our public mpnov and 
tlie cdnc^rns ot the taxpayers as to what priorities we have for it 

1 realize you aiv all behind a different set of priorities as they come 
down from the ^\niite. House and OMB and I am sympathetic to that 
Maybe .you all ought to come to work for this side" and push it there 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ^ 

Mr. Macdoxald. Tliank you all very mucli. 
o^Pi'i"". """^'^ wit'iP^s is Dr. (lordon A-. Law, proiect director of the 
satellite technology demonstration of • the Federation of Rockv 
Alonntain States. 

Welcome, Doctor Law. Inasmudi as the time is growing short iind 
1 and others were, a little longer with the panel than iierhaps we 
thought we woukl be, is there some way you can condense your state-- 
men and have it inserted in the record as if read and then open your- 
selt to questions from the subcommittee ? i 

STATEMENT OF GORDON A. LAW, PH. D., PROJECT DIRECTOR SAT- 
ELLITE TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATION, FEDERATION OF 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN STATES 

Mr. Law. If you so wish, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Macdonald. Well, I won't insist, but if it meets with your 
a[)proval? 

Mr. Law. It certainly does. , 
Mr. Macdonald. I,think that would be a useful and good move 
Mr. Law. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Inasmuch as the Chair has entered into the record alroadv the HITW 
audit, and so forth, I am glad that you took the position that vou did 
to waive the written testimony because I assume that T should be in 
a position to answer your questions and I will be glad to because I 
Have lK)iiie the brunt of three audits in terms of the company I repre- 
sent ami also a personal HEW audit, so I am willing aiufglad and 
able to answer any and all questions, so I will briefly introduce in 
capsule form what we have been about. " 

My name i^Dr. Gordon Law, project director of the satellite tech- 
nology domonsUation, managed by the Federation of Rocky Mountain 
States in Denver, Colo. 

Try"!-f..P'"^'','^''''*\''"'^ submitted a written statement in support of 
ILK. 4;)()4 and in dechcation to the written statement, I would like to 
make a brict comment, then respond to your quest ions. 

The bill as we uiw^erstand \t extends for .5 years the ERFP We 
support that extension in time. The bill authorizes an appropriaton of 
!t>7 million for each fiscal year through 1980. 

• ^X'' um!^^'' amounts are inadequate and should be increased 

in the bill to provide broadcast facilities grant eligibility to include 
])riyate nonprofit colleges and universities, as well as tax supported 
institutions which were previously eligible. 

We believe the private, nonprofit institutions for higher education 
should be included in the legislation. This bill revises the criteria 
placed in the original legislation approved in 11)62 and the laniruasre 
proi)osed in section 292(d) proposes or emphasizes inclusion of lan- 



41 



ERIC 



guage eniplmsiziiig iinpioveineiit and expansion of public broadcast- 
ing stations to allow for broader educational use of the stations. 
We support thet revision in the language. 

Finally, H.R. -1564 authorizes support of demonstrations in 
telecommnnications techitology.> The federation's position is, it is 
. important and desirable that telecommunications technology demon- 
strations shoidd be |)rom6ted, authoriml and funded. My statement 
goes into detail on this section of the bill. » - 

Since 1972, the Federation of Rocky Mountain States has been 
actively engaged in the management tyid operation of a demonstration 
in satellite technology, utilizing NASA application techn()l9gy satel- 
lite 6, as well as ATS-3 and ATS-l'. V . 

Our experience in the use of satellites for commml^cations to im- 
prove the delivery of public services to the people of theHocky Moun- 
tain States qualifies us to testify in support of this section of 

II.R.4564. , . . ^ . 

. Our written statement, which has been submitted, reflects our posi- 
tion and the rationale for that position on the legislation winch the 
committee is considering today \ ^ .... ^ 

That is the end of the statemept^ MiTChaifman. I am willing to tieid 
any ilud all questions. 

[Mr. Law's prepared statement follows :] 

Statement of Pb. Gordon A. Law, Project Director, SATELLrns Technology 
Demonstration, P^deration op Rocky Mountain States 

^ My name is Dr. Gordon A. Law. I am the Project Director of the Satellite 
Technology Demonstration, managed by the Federation of Rocky Mountain 
States in Denver, Colorado. ^ ^ t 4. 

The STD is one of six Health-Education Telecommunications Exi)eriment8 
just concluded on AppUcatious Technotogy Satellite Six, launcned by NASA on 

May 30, 1074. * ^ . «. 

At present, ATS-6 is.in transit to a new location above the equator over Kast 
Africa where it will be used in the Indian Satellite Experiment. 

In 4:he Rocky :Mountain States, as well as in' Alaska and the Appalachian 
region, the Health-:^duc«tion Telecommunications Experiments couchided on 

^lay 20. . X, 

We^ave not drawn the final project conclusions but our preliminary research 
indicates that project goals have been achieved. ^. ^ 

AVe have demonstrated the feasibility of a sateUite-based media distribution 
system for isolated, rural i>opulations. , ^ i. 

AVe have tested and evahiated user.iK'teptance, The data clearly demonstrates 
the acceptance of the materials transmitted and the technology by students, 
teachers, school adniinistriitors and the general pubUc. 

AVe have not yet concluded our study of the cost of various delivery modes 
using a variety of materials. Preliminary indications are that cost effective dis- 
tribution of health and education services is possible when an entire region is 
involved in teaching and learning by satellite. 

My statement will confine itself to the accomplishments of the Satellite Tech- 
nology Demonstration in f ight western states and to the need for the legislation 
authorizing demonstrations in telecommunications technology, Tlie committee 
may want to place in the record comments of the other five HET experimenters. 
The data should be of interest to the committee in its deliberations on H.R. 4564, 

The Indian Health Service in Alaska used two-way video for medical diagnosis. 
The ITniversity of Washington School of Medicine project brought the teaching 
facultv in Seattle into visual and verbal contiict with pre-medical students at the 
TTniverslty of Alaska at Fairbanks. The Veterans Administration experiment 
provided for programming origination in Denver to be seen and heard at ten 
remote, rural isolated VA hospitals in the Appalachian Region. 

In the education exi)eriments the Appalachian Regional Commission used 
ATS-6 and ATS-1 and 3 to improve and enhance the teaching of reading tech- 
niques to teachers of reading. 

L-k /^'^ 
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The State Department of Kclncatioii in Alanha entered the ATS-45 demonstra- 
tion to detieruUae how well an **xperimeut4il ayslem would lay the ground work 
for an operational system. 

These experiments I have mentiontnl only briefly, Imt they repre^^^nt the first 
widesprea<i use of a connnunication Hiitellite in the delivery of mwial, educational 
and health services. 

We believe- It wunUl be helpful to the connnittee in its deliheratlou ofi>iI,R, 45<I4 
to know what ha.s bt-en accouiplisluHl by ihe demonstration i\\n\ what \\v hnw 
learned as well ns a project i cm of future activities. 

The FtHleration of RcK'ky Mountain States, Inc, headcpiartered in Denver was 
established In lUUtS as a partnership of six mountjiin states Idalio, Montana, 
Wyoming, rtab. Colonido. "lind New Mexico, (Nevada and Arizona, w»hile not 
members of the Fe<leration, are also participatiij?? in the STD,) lt« aim is to 
involve state governments and private ,"^ectors. as well as their resources, in a 
cooperative effort to solve reKionnl problems and to promote ami plan for the 
orderly development of the n»Ki(m, Its council,** and committees are involve<l in 
numerous studies and activities ranjrin^' from transportation to natural resources, 
from umrket development to h>iman resources, from art,s and humanities to tele- 
communications. It is a uni(pie re;;ional asscn-iation involWug ffovj^rnmental 
agencies and private industry, business, and institutions of higher lea^iiin^. 



rCDKIlATION op nOCKY MOlWTAlN STATKS HISTOUY A\[) SATKM.ITK ei,A\-S 

As early ns \[H\H, the Federation be;;an ex pb) ring the i)ossil)ilities of obtaininj: a 
satellite-baswl e<iucation project for the Hocky Mountain Stat**s. and in \m\) had 
submitted a proiK)sal ,to IIKW for a project to improve instruction ' in small, 
isolated sclu)oh? in the re^jion tliraujfli educational telcviHon bnmdcastinj; via 
satellite. At almut the ,san»e time. HKW starte<i inv*»stif?atinf? the imtential e<luca- 
tiomil uses (if NASA satellites. In IJ»71, .\,V?<,V accepte<i an IlKW rwpiest to nnike 
$2.5 million in alterations in its planned Applications Technolo^fy Satellite ( ATS) 
to keep the satellite open for use with a possible low-cost ground receiver system, 
assuming that such a system could be developed. During the siiine year, NASA, 
HKW (thmngh IN '>fflre of TeitH-ommunicntions ) . and tlje FcVral Conmninif a- 
tions (\)mmission sejit through to tlie World Administrative Radio Conference 
requesting a l',r> (Jigabertx (2,5 (ill/J frequency ulliK-atiou for direct bron<lcast 
via satellite. Such fretpiencies were available for educational broadcasting ami 
would require relatively Inexpensive sending and receiving e<iuipment : higli<'r 
frequencies are nmch harder to control, thus ne<'essitating costlier equipnjent. 

Shortly after this re<iuest, HKW's Office of Kducntion awarded the Federation 
a contract '*to devel(q> and articubiTe the organizjUional structure and planning'* 
in prei)aration for satellite ex|¥'rinuMit for the Rocky Mountain Region. A month 
later the World ,Vdministrative Radio (Nmference in (teneva agrml to a<»<'ept the 
1\S, i)rop9sal and allocated the ±5 (Mgahertz fre<iueucies. The Federation of 
Rocky Mountain States stepped up its pinninng efforts, working out what would 
be nee<led to plan and implement a satellite-assisted demonstration for the deliv- 
ery of social and edm^ational servie<'s within the region, such services to be baseci 
on the real needs and wants of the potential system u.<t»rs, HKW also stressed 
that the emphasis of the experiment be placed on the development of the delivery 
system te<*bonolgy and not broad educatiorml content areas. 

In January. 1})72. a planning grant was awarded to the Federation, That same 
montli the staff of the Satellite Ttn-hnology Denumstratitm began meeting with 
representatives of NASA, the (Joddard Space Flight Center, and Fairchild In<lus- 
tries ( which was constructing the ATS F") to begin designing the ground system 
equipment for all HP:T experimenters. 



The STD mission, which is scheduled through June 30. 1075, has involve<l an 
extensive application of science aiul te<iinology to probi em-sol \ing in a real 
world, social environment. It has called for the development of new structures, 
both public and private, which permit regional, state ami local resources to merge 
in fruitful ways. It ha,'^ fostered new approacJies to the use and coordination of 
private and i>ubli(* c(mimunieation rne<*hanisms. 

The STD ha.<^ used the ATS-6 in (Conjunction with the ATS-3. which has been 
in orbit. and operational since 11)67, to explore new modes of audience involve- 
ment. Since the ATS satellites offer the capability of two-way audio, the STD 
implemented this capability by exx)anding services l)eyond those available through 
ordinary one-way televisioi» systems. By taking advantage of the ATS-3'8 built-in 
audio feedback systems, and by Involving the audience in planning and pro- 
grammfng, the STD avoided the lack of responsiveness to human needs and lack 
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()f imrtirlpatiim tlfat rhanu'^erized some previ(»us attempts to apply t«- iiio ogy 
to t^ solu on of buiuan pn.bleins. Further, it is ^ ^V'\^^"^^^^^''""'^^'^2 '1^^^^^^^ 
System in that it is couipatible with existing terrestrial distribution syst*.u s, but 
is also eal>able c^f reaebiu« beyond their eapabilities and coverase «reas to t he 
uu)st remote commuiUties of the l uiteil Stiites to tHpmlize tiieir educational 

S^^^^^^^ afteoted huudiv<ls of comuiunities iu au ViKht-state reKicm 




state departments of education, and other «overniuent aKeiici 
boards, cousultauts, and STD persoiMiei. Tho^^ products aud services were pri- 
marily fm'us*Kl around a new Nationil public school pn()nty^-( nreer hducaUou. 
The !)roject was desi^rmnl to supplement existiuK wlucatiouul projfrauis with a 
can'ful blwidiMK of hardware, software and personnel. , . , , 

To promote audieiwe use of the demonst rat ion's products and services, a tield 
supimrt network was developed which made the pn>je<-t an integral part of each 
st/ite and each imrticipatiuK comuiuiUty. Kach state has au operating, stateTevel 
coordinator of'S'l^l) efforts working; on concert with local part-time coordinators 
in each of tlVlVt; school sites. The pro^ranis these cimimmiities nn-eiHe are pro- 
duced by the STD at its teiexisiou studio locattKl in Denver. 

The pro^'raiumluK of the STD is cateKori/edius follows: , . 

-Time Out* - a 3r>-ininute i)n)Knim broadcji'st Mtmdiiy throUKh tYiday which 



iitiHzes pfetaiw^d seKinents of dnimatization to present career education informa 
tion to junior hijjh students. In addition.^ve sejfuients this program allow the 
students at the M sites with two-wa>' vodce capability to ask (piestioms of the 
STD staff eilucators and receive innnediiite responses via the .satellite. 

* - ' rs." A one-hour live 



service train- 



•'CactHTS and the (Massn>om : A New T'ersptH'tive for Tea elites." A 
program broacb-a.st every otiier week providing career ethicatiOn in-; 
ins for teachers. iilcludiuK a\w(vway voice segment . , 

••K<M)tprints." A one-hour eveniuK "sptK'iail" broatU'iist every third week winch 
'is a series of topical programs designed for the total community, including two- 

"Materials Distribution Service." A ceiitnil library of 42fi educaticmal tilms * 
covering siii)jects for grade levels wEich can be requestKl by IIk^oU sites 

and an- broa<lcast via the satellite for videotapi^ig by the schools for play-bacli at 

a later time. r . ^ , . ^ r ^ - \ c ^.u 

"Kmergency Medical Training; Refresher Course. Tliis is a |oiut projei-t of the 
Federatb)!! of Kocky Mount^un StiUes. the Mountain States Health (\)rU<»ration, 
and the Rocky Mountain Corporation for Public Uroacb-asting to develop a series 
ot 8 programs to serve as a refresher course for certittcatiKl emergency medical 
technicians. The STD. working througii its tieid strm'ture, arranged for the iise - 
of local site facilities and e<|uipment to implement this program. 

The STD is a *'user'based*' system in that the programs are the result of a 
needs assessment which was c()ndu'cte<l in the regitm and which allowed the users 
to define their educational needs. Once the broadcasts began, weekly evaluation 
reports from both teachers and students provided an (mgoing critique of each 
program and suggested improvenientF; which form the^/basis' of modi tini tion of 
future pn>grams. This close rapport with the "field" is maiatainu<l by a field 
service staff which includes a state coordinator in each of the eight states. The 
field structure is completed with site coordinators in each site wluv iinpleiiH'nt 
the STD in their community by bK'aliiiing the STD prograujs to nun^t the needs 
of their nni(|ue populations. 

The STD, if continued, could lead t^, i\ series of experiments in using a wide 
variety of comnmni cation systems to deliver diverse and expaiuh^ social services 
to areas which presently have limited resource and limited communications capa- 
bilities. Since the STD is a demonstration, its present goals are dinK-ted toward 
gaining liiformaTicm about feasibility, effectiveness, and cost that can guide- 
futun* efforts. Naturally, the ultimate goal for this and future efforts will i>e to 
produce substantial, long-term, educational, and human l>enerits. 

The STD has brought a vast, ruggwl land closer together. Be<'ause of its 
geography, demography, ethnology, economy, and e<luoational systems, the Rocky . 
Mountain Region was selected as (me of the places where the knowledge of siuice 
tele<H>mmunication accumulated during the pai.st two decades would be brought 
to earth to support the activities of human beings. ^ 
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The Federation's experience as one of the sig^ Health-Education Teleoommuiii- 
CHtions experiments shows that there is a time dehiy between the development 
of any new e()ramunieath)ns technology and its acceptance and application for 
public l>eneflt, 

, This lack of unders tangling, sometimes almost a fear, of tech nolo icy when 
coupled with th&-^normal resistance Jo cliange is often costly. The time lag 
between our tecnnolofdcal capability and the willinjciiess to accept and utilize 
what scientists and enjyint^ers have made t<>s>4ible is a matter that concerns 
ajjencies and organizations engaged in delivery and dissemination of health, 
education and related social services. 

Tlie Satellite Technology Demonstration, during its operational period from 
September 9, ll>74, to May ItJ, 1975. illustrated clearly that user acceptance of 
new technology can be established, maintained and verified, 

H.R. 4504, by authorizing support for demonstrations in the communications 
technologies, will make possible an extension of our preliminary efforts. The 
same extension, of course, would apply to the other five Health-Education Tele- 
communications experimenters, • 

As we at the Federation h)ok at satellite alteraatives for the future, we realize 
we have only begun to tap the tremendous potential of this type delivery system 
in serving people, - 

As a result of the Satellite Technology Demonstration, it is well accepted in 
the eight-state region that communication satellites will play a major role in 
^ the delivery of social services in the future. 

But, despite the successes gained with' ATS-6 'during the past year, we need 
. n*)W to identify, select and contract current and new sites and audiences for 
effective participation in forthcoming satellite techrlftlogy demonstrations planned 
ivhcn ATH-0 has completeci its year of service for India ^ 
* AVe need to continue to utilize ATS-1 and AtS-3 in support of selected on- 
^"going activities to maximize previous investments by providing limited audio 

interaction to sites with appropriate equipment, 
/\ We need to identify and select othersubject matter areasythat can be addressed 
by ccmimunications satellites in tJie ftfCTire, * 

AVe need to work with the public television stationj/in the Rocky ^fountain 
states to develop pilot project to determine the fea^ility and practicality of 
de livering via satellite regular daiiy*sprogram miner PTV stationa from the 
Rocky Monntaip Regional Distribution Center In Denver, 

It is interesting to note, in this regard, that two stiQ;ions in New Mexico — one 
in Las ("ruces. the Ather in Portales — are not jret interconnected to the natictoal 
public television terrestrial distribution system,'^ Yet during our recent demon- 
stration, satellite service was provided to the Portales PTV stations and could 
liave been made available to th;^ Las Cruces station by respositioning the satel- 
lite beam. 

Before major funds are committed to modify the present public television 
distribution system, a regiorjal pilot project utilizing ground equipment currently 
In place along with ATS-6, could provide data that might result in major econo- 
mies of scale when impacted on the national system. 

We need to work with the owners and operators of cable antenna television 
systems and translators. Our experience over the past year demonstrated the 
need for additional experimentation interfacing our new t^'chnology (satellite) 
with others (CATV and Translators) to determine the most effective system. 

AVe niped to demonstrate the emerging role of video cassettes for recording and 
playback. This new metlium will eventually replace film in the American class- 
room. AVe need to demonstrate the ease with which this new storage anu. retrieval 
mode can be used and the economies that will accrue. * 
- "'^'"""'^ explore further use of two-way audio and video transmissions via 

\ c 1^*^^*^^^ ^^^^ cable. The technology exists. Potential users must be shown and 

^hat the new technolo^ has advantages for them. 
. /t;s^>^^^ to encourageJ:he development of the Public Service Satellite Con- 

' •^fiortium, a new organization that can provide every community with a satellite 
port of entry. A demonstration should bfe arranged by the Public Service Satel- 
lite Consortium to show the anywhere to everywhere capacity^f today's com- 
municati(ms satellites. ^ 
These are a few of the uses to which fund^ authorized for demonstrations in - 
, telecommunications technologies might be applied. There are many others. 

We believe that the authorization level proposed by H.R. 4564 is inadequate. It f 
, will not meet the current backlog or anticipated new filings. The inclusion of 
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private institutions in the leKislntlon will result in grant requests, (N)nsi(lerrtbl9 
interest will be generated it telecommnnlcatlons teolinology demonstrations are 
tt part of the bill, 

Therefore, it is our recommendation that the fiinds authorized lor the support 
of demonstrations iu telecomni^nications. technology be limited to a fixed dollar 

amount, ' , ^ * - 

The technology demonstration dollars will he a oatalvst for funding from other 
sources. Additional support could come from regional, state or lo^'al organizations 
and the private sector might contribute, , 

If the *'seed" money concept is valid for. technology demonstration purposes— 
and we believe it is~we urge that one million of the seven million proposed for 
authorization be identified for demonstrations leaving six million for facilities. 
If the authorization is increased— and we believe it should bt^tlie new technology 
demonstration share should be increased modestly. It is our position that, in 
any event, the dollar amount identified for new technology should not exceed 
i}52.5 million. Therefore, we urge authorization for new technology at a niiihniuni 
level of $1 niilli(m and a maximum of $2,5 million. Meaningful, significant dennm- 
St rations of the utilization of new technology can be carried out with these dollar 
amounts. 

There haVe been suggestions tl'iat the language proposing new technology 
aemonstratioiis be separated from II.R,'4564. We are opposed to that because it 
is cumbersome and could be ineffective. 

For the coniiiiittee to consider .seimrate authorization for new teclnujlogy and 
ediVatioiial broadcasting facilities implies that the activities are not compatible. 
To the contrary, tlie ('orporation for Public Broadcasting is mandated to develop 
both broadcast, and uon:broudcast i^otentials, liy creation of the Satellite Working 
Uronp along with the Public Broadcasting Service, National Tublic Radio aiiXl 
the Ford Foundation, CVH iias indicated its interest in new te(^liiiology, 

Separating new technology from activation, expansion and inii)roveim'iit of 
public broadcasting stations wouKl create 'unnecessary adniiiiistrative bjirdens 
for the Corporation in its efforts to provide fulTser^ice to all Anjcricaiis/ 

We understand that the Public Broadcasting Service prefers that the language 
on new technology demonstrations be separated frojn II, R, 4564, " < 

In view of PBS efforts utilizing hew technology in captioning for the deaf, 
improved audio transmission, improved UIIF tuning as well as its participaticm 
and leadership) in tlie Satellite Working Groyp along with PBS nienibyrslhp in the 
Public Service Satellite Ccmsortium, we see a close relationship between pBS 
and the facihties-new technology legislation, / 

PBS lias initiated an extensive review of the public televisicm terrestrial dis- 
tribiition system looking to a satellite system. 

These changes can be most effective and best coordinated by legislation that 
supports both the state of the art as well as emerging technology requiring 
tcj^ting and demonstration. 

To separate the new technology demonstrations from the act would be non- 
productive. It would fragment activitivs now underway. Separation would put 
the public broadcasting community in an adversary role with a^fencies and organi- 
zations concerned with new technology, 

' The Federation believes that the national PTV distribution system should be 
designed to serve all Americans including the 25 percent of our nation that lives 
' in rural areas. Based on tiie l;)7() cen.sns, the 5<H.88(>.9Uri citizens who live in rural 
areas are a group InxM'li too large to ignore in our planning, development and 
delivery of health, social and edncati(mal services. 

rPB, F*RS and National Public Radio must address this difficult issue, i.e., 
public broadcasting signals for residents of rural ^Vmerica. • 

The cost of providing conint^iication.s' .services to rural poj^dations hy 'mju- 
veiitional terrestrial sy.steiiis is too expen.sive. 

Alternate means must be foun.d if the isolated rural .segment of our sodety is 
to receive adequate education, health and other social services as well as i)Ul)lic 
broadcasting programming, 

H.R. 4564 establishes a partnership for success that can not be assured if the 
new technology deiiionstratioiis are isolated from the facilities 1< gislatiou. 

In summary, on the matter of inchi^ion of n*^w technology denionstvations 
in II, R, 4564, the Federation of Rocky Mountain States position is ^4iat stated by 
l)r, W^illiani Rapp, Vice President of FRMS, in his April 16, 1975, letter to Chair- 
man Mact^ald, > , 
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Dr, Rapp's letter concluded, **We therefore recommead that the siiMommittee 
review needs for both broadcast facilities and technological demonstiktion and 
adopt dollar levels commensurate with expressed congressional intent We further 
recommend establishment of congressional guidelines for Allocation Of appro- 
priated funds for each purpose indicated. We would then endorse the ^tension 
of both the Kdurationnl Facilities Projjrnni and the Te<'hn()lvgicul Defjionstni- 
tion^ anthorlzatiuu as proposed and request your favorable consideration," (See 
Attachment) \ 

The i'ederation of Rocky° Mountain States endorses and recommends:! 

Extensfon of the E^FP for the 5-year period, \ 

Inclusion of Private, non-profit institutions 'of higher education in the 
legislation, v 

Inclusion of language emphasizing improvement and expansion of nubile-^ 
broadcasting stations to allow for broader educational use of the stationsi 

Realistic authorization for appropriations based on established need and future 
demand. , " \ 

Specific allocation of appropriation by functional purpose but not to exAeed 
2.5 million dollars for demonstrations in telecommunications technology, \ 

We request your favorable consideration and actibii, \ 

^ \ 

HCDERATION OP RoCItY MOUNTAIN STATES, iNC, \ 

Denver, Colo,, Apr, 16, 1975\ 
Hon. ^TORBERT II. Magdonald, „ ' \ 

Chairman, Committee on Communications, House Interstate and Foreign Con}- 

•merce Conimittee, Ray burn House Office Building, Washington, D,C: 

Dkar Conoreshman Macdonald : As the subcommittee considers the *^ele- 
commnnications Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975," H.R. 4564, I wish 
to reflect the deep and rontinuing concern of the Federation of Rocky Mountain 
States in respect to effective and productive development of public broadcasting 
on our states and regictn. 

If this end is to be. achieved, improvement, expansion, and activation of public 
broadcasting facilities is a necessity and the extension oMhe Educational Broad- 
casting Facilities Program through the next five years^ priihe priority. 

The Rocky Mountain Corporation for Public BroacK^asting vtill have supplied 
a detailed listing of facilities applications pending frW'the reg^n. The sub- 
committee is also well aware of the existing hack-log of qua lifledrappli cations 
]»cnding and the obvio^iw (Titicnl short full of funding requirements vis-n'vis funds 
requested. For a (inick regional overview < there have been filed from our states 
39 applications totaling $3.65 million. Of this amount $1.94 million is In appU- 
cntions cjirried over from i>rioi* years and million in 11)75 filings. We 

nnticii>ato at least as great a carry-over into next year and also an increase in 
new applications. 

Xon(^ of our public television stations meet state of the art standards. All 
should ! To do this, the present grant rate will require at least five more years of 
Facilities Program availability with an appropriation at least equal to the 1974 
h'vel. In spite of one and one quarter million dollars of local funds committed 
' for matching, the federal match is impossible at the level of atithorization the 
hill proposes. National figures would indicJTte that $24 million is necessary for, 
FY 1076 merely to meet the back log. ' 

Obviously then, the proposed $7 million per year' is grossly inadequate to meet 
existing broadcast facilities needs. It is equally inadequate to support additional 
demonstrations in telecommunications technologies to any meaningful degree. It 
is impossible to broaden the program as proposed with dollars that are already 
tight. 

We therefore recommend that the subcommittee review needs for both broad- 
cast* facilities and technologiciil de'monstration and adopt dollar levels comnien- 
Kurate* with expressed congressional intent. We further recomniend establish- 
ment of congressional guidelines foi^ allocation of appri^pirated funds f«fh^cJi 
purpose indicated. We would then endorse the extension of both the Educati|nal 
Facilities Program and the Technological Demonstration authorization as 4>ro- 
posed and request your favorable consideration. 
Sincerely yours, 

William E. Rapp. Ed.D., ■ 
Vice President. 
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Name: Dr. Gordon A. Law. 

Vlf^to. S-temte Tec...£oU,^ Demonstration, Fe..- 

TtM^'hnolog/ DemDustniti.ni. IVUenitiDii of Rocky Minintain States. 
Summary of aiucdtion In yond high school: 
B,A.— IHMivor I nlversity.j^ 

>[ Syracuse riiiversit}^ • 
Y^^\ 1).— Wasliiiiffton Stat4» TniverBity. 

slSriVn'nent^S^^ i'o^i and HocUy Mountain Ne.s. 

Milliliter— KVDT', Denver. Coloriulo. 

Maim«er—\VAER-VM, Syraen.se. New York. / i 

(Operations Manager and Salesinan-KBTV Denver, ( olorado. 
Owner of TV Reseairli, Inc.— Denv^jr A<lvertiKing xVgency. 
Total Media E.xperienct— 204^ years. - . 

^;;:;'"ou:;r/t™ o tta^^^^^^^^^^ >^t..dlo« ..n totm c^mm«nicatlons 

'"'iT/^t'study • ThreC/s of vnrying class sizes >.nd teaching pro..edures on cer- 

tiiin levels of student l^aniinK ( ^ 
rvreiiehinK iiui New l'rosi)et"tive ). 

' ?on.p.et:> S:;r:,r.C-;l^ch on Waho votin. ,.o,.u.aee for Senator CUurcU-s 
MM.l ( 'ove m Andn.s' eanumipi. This had a dual sigrulleance in that not 

V w s .es* .r^h va llK.tl. won), l.ut it provided me with an entxy to the 

«Ua in t e State on a i.rofessional basis and not as a n.end.er of the Univer- 
^Tv It th. t,.f. re, has provided classroom material an.l exi.erience not enjoyed 
1^ ...Vuv ..-^Ide who l ave similar responsibilities at an institution of higher 

.,r i « I lutVl ei , the above researeli pinpoints audiences and readers by 
Xi i ed u^ati..n. ase and so<>io economic lmck«rounds and based upo^ time 
aud pi oe predicates ivpe of material written, spoken and pictorial which tells 
a st<.ry OemoKraphics b^ hmmie one of the few exact sciem-es in the worUl of 
a<lvertisinK. . ^ / 

nvSon Opeiati.ms and Policy Handbook." CMUitbor, Summer 19R4 ' 
4ocial Anienitie.s"-lllni.pr<.duce,l V. of I., Spring 19(54 (.script writer and 

''"'••KeTs'tiine to the Future •—film pn^luced (co-aurhor and prwlucer). 

l.r.?luced ami <lin^^ Fl'AC kick-off dinner television show from 

^'Vn.du.'ed Borah Foundation^-Viet-Xani S.vmposinm for SVB Ballrooin^ 
Wrote lirw>te<l and produced. "This is Frank Church's Idalio," and ' This is 

Kraiik n. Ss Anieri,'a. -2 tlftetm minute siHH-ials for Senator Frank Church, 
•roduced an.l directed- 907. «'f politjcal TV spots for the ^I'lurch cami)aign 
(\, 1 'n.duc.Hl ••Campaign C-ount<lowii'--Idali./s first state-wule political debates 

''•\vrote1,'nd directed T-nlversity s new PR movi*--"T'niversity of Idaho Ex- 

K nerience." . .i_ . ^ 

Numerous (100) film clips for rmversity. 

Numerous radio shows. 

^SerT^t'^S^^^ Film Commercials BILLBOARD ma^?azine con- 
Sui*ce^'*coimnj? to the T^niversity 'of Idaho, I have been resi^onsible for tJie 
foUowinft^.^^ grant of $97,000 for Communications Dept. equipment, 
IIBW grant $42,000. * ^ 

Operate Title XI Summer Tn.stitute in Media— 19^). _ 
HEW ffrant to run Title XI Institute— sumaier 1967— $53,000. 
SiuKlehande^lly got Stite Legislature to appropriate $226,000 for educa- 
tional TV— 1969 session. 



:RJC 



44 , 

Singlehandediy Rot Stiato LeKisluturo to appropriate* S85,000 for ouera- 
tions of ETV network—lOTO wssion. 

Applied a«4 liave received Tublic Corponition Grant of ^117,500 with which 
to implement e6nimuQity affairs programming at Channel 12—1970-^71 Hscal 
year and 72-72 fiscal year. 

Honored by the Boise Statcsmun in a Sunday edition with a portrait and 
biography as an ontstOBding citizen. 

* Persuaded the State Departmeht of Kdiication to fund the University in 
the amount of $15,000 to underwrite elementary and secondary instructional 
pro^crauiming for TV 1970-71, $39,200 for 1971^72, 

Chosen as one of the 30 people from 450 applicants to attend seven-day 
post doctoral conference on media held by the Behavioral Science institute 
Oregon State Systems of Higher Education— March 1968, 
>lMvirds:. Following masters and doctoral committees: Roger BelAir, Ronald 
Sluslarkeno, Bob Van Osdol, George Mills, Patricia Airhele, Roy Aichele Law- 
rence O'Hare, / ' 
Profesfnonal Societies and Professional Offices: 
Western States Radio-TV" Conference, 
Alpha Epsilon Rho, National Radi(>-TV Hpnorary. 
Phi Delta Kappa, National Education Honorary, 
WSETV Commission, 

Idaho Educational Riidio-Television Commission Chairman— Federal and State^ 
Grants Corn mi ttet^ < • „ 

Idaho Audio-Visual Association, » ^ 

Idaho Broadcasters Association, 
Idaho I*ress Association, 
Boise Ad Club. 

National Assm'iation of Educational Broadcasters, 
u Federation of Rocity Mountain states. 
berT""^** State Educational Telecommunications Autiiorities (board rnem- 

Stnto Telecommunications Commissipn (board member ) a v 
Committees and miscellaneous: f ' 

Improvement-of Teaching Committee, / 
Public Relations Council, X 

Communication^ard Doctoral Committee )( George Barr) Education 

Commander, American Legion Dudley Loonuj/Post #6, - T * 

Cbairmnn, Latah (%ninty Democratic Party, 

Mfltfiiher— Image Makers, Latah County media organization 

Member— Area Sports Writers and Broadcasters Association 

rniversity's Representative on the Idaho-Washington Resource Con,servation 

and Development Project Council, 

Moscow Chamber of Commerce (board member), 

Moscow Elks Club, v 

^ Moscow Chamber of Commerce Legislative Committee, 
Ccmsmltant, NgC Enten>rises, Foreign Advisor, 
(Consultant, Anchorage Burrough School Districts, Alaska. 
Consultant, Mountain Bell, 

C<msu1iTant, Idaho Consortium for iJducatlon, . ' 

(Consultant, Idaho Multi-Media Foun^iation 
Proof-^^rdrngT'"'^'^ ^^"^^ Reviews, Showings; Papers, Recitals, Editing, 

Speeches: Boise Ad Club, Idaho Trustees, July and November, Ag. Conference 
November, District 1, School Supei:lntendents^ Meeting ITV, District o geh^w 
Superintendents' Meeting ITV, » ^» x^i»uiti fecnooi 

Adult Education Conference: Kootenai County High School (Commencement 
Address). Elk River High School (Commencement Address), Natioimi ConSce 
of Fniversity and College Alumni Directors, v^uiuerence 

Mr. Macdonald. I have just a eonple of quostionsi I kXv that vou 
have l)e^n the subject of some controversy, and I don^ kdow whetlior 
that ^vo^l d be^helpf ul or not, certainly not as far as you afe concerned, 
hut merely as far as experience that this committee m\crVxi have in the 
luture, because until these hearings were scheduled, even t\ouo-h. a 
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very valued momber from your State has mentioned the system Out 
there, I didn't kno>v very much about it, 

I h a.vfl _n e. v^rj ^ppn it in operation. The underlying question I think 
that I have is^'accordino: to your self-interest, self-serving descripj^ion, 
is a user-based system and thereby of coui^e,* considered user sup- 
ported, Avhy does it need large funding from the Federal Government 
to keep it in operation ( 'K" 

Mr. Law. Mr. Chairman, I have for some period of time proposed 
a number of criteria which woi,ild take it out of the P'ederal Govern- 
ment s funding restrictions and move it to the private-public sector. 
One of the positions I have taken is that it would take less than one- 
- thousandth of 1 percent of the Federal revenue-sharing money that 
goes to ^tates over a period of time to implement a system that would 
provide the types of services with this type of technology to the 25 
percent of this Nation -who live in rural isolated areas. 

When I talked to the Governors of our eight member States and 
talked about $100,DOO out of'a fhtiltimillion dollar Federal appi-opria- 
tion. Federal revenue-sharing money, and the 25 percent of the money^ 
whicli'^is discretionai-y in terms of how they — the Governors-^use it, 
as long as it is within some broad categories, they agree thijCthis would 
be a very, very expedient investment of that ty[)e of money, and at the 
same time, some m the Governors have indicated tliey would be willing 
to carry the legislation in their own States to supplement at whatever 
level needed to implement the technology- at an operational level. 

Mr, ilACTONALi^Velb are you telling me if the Federal Government 
should cut you off, an(l\ I don't say they will or have even thought of 
it, becaiLse t know I have not, but if the Federal Government would 
cut you off from any -funds, that then the State areas — what is it, a 
J six-State area? 

Mr. Law. Six plus two, two that are not members^f the federation 
, but participate in the technology. 

Mr, Macdonald, And help support you. Wliat are the States? 
Mr. Law. From the (Tanadian border they are VVyoming, Montana, 
Utah, Idaho, Colorado, Xew Mexico, Arizona, and Nevada. 
Mr, Macuoxald. And how much does^his break down per year? 
Mr. Law. The requested budget for fiscal year 1976 from NIE was 
$1.8 million. ^ ^ 

Mr. Macdonald. You are asking each Sfeite basically for a quarter 
of a million dollars, . . 

What would they get in return for their money ? 
Mr. Law. Wliat we have produced this year so far is a series of pro- 
grams designed to offset the need for career development education at 
the junior high schooljevel, a series of inservice programs for teachers 
teaching the youngsters and for other teachers within the school 
districts and another series of what we callecl community based pro- 
grams which answer the needs of rural isolated communities which 
sefem to have the same problems. It does not matteij whether they live 
in Colorado, Montana,. or Arizona, EMT, emergency medical training 
program, where we recertified 800 paramedics in the region by using 
this satellite technology- whit*h delivers iiistructions to them in places 
where few physicians have been able to get, 
Mr. Macdoxald. You teach the paramedi(g^over the air is that right? 
Mr, Law. Yes, sir. . / 
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Mr, Macdonau), And tlioi-e is supervision ? 

Mr. Law. Supervision by pliysicians. They donate tlieir time, Tlu> 
pliysicians come to our studios and donate tlieir time to teach the 
paramedics. We use tlie satellite sipuxl to spi-ead this throughout the 
Rockf Mountain region. 
'Mr. MAOn()NALn.;Ho\v ma^ terminals? 

Mr. Law. One uplink transmitter. 

Mr. Macdonaij). \\liei*e ? ^ 

Mr. IjAW. In Denver, Colo. 

Mr. Macdoxau). In Denver, Do they take an examination ? 

Mr. Law. Yes, they have a 2-hour course taught by the physicians 
in the morning from 9 to 11 :B0 and take a half-hour break and have 
a l-houji' examination and repeat the same prp(*ess in the afternoon. 

Mr.'^LvcDONALD. You give them an examination eveiy day ? 

Mr. Law. Every Saturday. These people volunteer their tim^ to come 
in each Saturday to the Denver studio and 58 rural communities. 

Mr. Ma( DONAU). They go to school once a week and get examined 
once a week ? 

Mr. Law. Yes. ^ 

M-t'/MACDON.vij). AVhat <to they do the other 6 days? 

Mr. Law. Th6y are usually the only medical care people in rural 
isolated comnnmities, we don't have doctors, dentists, and veterinarians 
h(M'ause they— patients and parademics — may l)e 200 or 300 miles from 
the closest hospital. r _ w 

Mr. J^Iacdoxald. What is the most elaborate type of medical /lelp 
they have ever given? - ^ 

Mr. Law. Extraction from automobile wrecks. Because we live in a 
rural isolated area, auto accidents are our primary killer, and extrac- 
tiofi from automq^le accidents is a thing they learn most from. 

Mr, Macdoxald. They go through the operations ? 

.Mr. Law. 'No, just to'get them out alive and to get them to a medical 
care center or a physician. . . * 

Mr. MACDONALD. This may sound far-fetched to you, hwi is this tne 
same sort of thing thev have in the TV program called "Emergency" ? 

Mr. Law. Yes. As a "matter of fact "Emergency" is doing a half hour 
on our project at the motnent utilizing the satellite teclinology. 

Mr. Macdonat.d. What do you mean "utilizing it"? 
' Mr. Law, Tlieir whole idea is that the very thing they do in Los 
Angeles is needed all throughout the State of California and where 
you run into the problem is in mountainous country,^VHE, which is 
Vthe communication link that they have for getting back and forth from 
Wcident to hospital is basically line-df-sight technology. 

yf they are out in the hinterland behind a mountain, there is no way 
or^jiiitnunication with a h(Ai)ital or clinic, so they — emergency — de- 
cided one easy way was to use the VHF capability on the satellite. The 
satellite does do one thing, it makes the Earth flat, so that no matter 
where they are — the paramedics — the satellite is accessible, and they 
can see it electronically, so they can go up and down without any 
problem whatsoever. ^ ', 

Mr, Macdonald. I don't quite understand what you mean by goirtg 
up and down. 

Mr. Law. Well, VHF normally f ollows.a straight line. 
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Mr. Macdoxald. I uiKloi-stand that. But when yon say they can go 
up and down, you mean ? ' . 

ilr. Law. From point (A) up to the satellite and down to a hospital. 

Mr, Macdonatj). You mean they can be seen any place up and down. 
When you say they go up and down, they don't go up and down? 

Mr. Law. The sio^al. 

\Mr. Macdoxau). Yes, the si<?nal ^oes up and down. Have there been 
occasions where in an emergency they will <?ive instructions, a doctor 
say located 50 or 100 miles away from an accident, can see the patient 
bv cameras or something ? 
* Mr. LAW^ This has happened in Alaska. As a matter of fact, it hap- 
pened before ATS-6 became totally operational. We do have two-way 
televi.sion medical diii^t^nosis capability. , 
Mr. Macooxald, Has it ha[)pened in Europe? b 
Mr. Law. No, because wh^ don't have two-way video capability nor ■ 
have we tried to implement hospitalization oi* diagnosis by satellite. Tt 
is one of those funding level things that we get oaught up in, so we 
did the best thing we know how, that is, upgrade the level of medicine 
practiced by ])aramedics in the region, i ^ 

Mr. MA(^m)XAiJ). And the accredi tat um that they get is stri^ly local 
accreditation ^ « l\ * \ 

Mr, Law, No, it is State and AM A. I " 

Mr, MArnox ALn, The AMA wall accredit theni ? \ 
Mr, Law, There are a series of texts they — the paramedicals — must 
master and take examinations on before they are permitted to provide a 
leve] of physician extended care or permitted to practice in the com- 
munities. They are required to be recertified each year. 

Our concern was not so much recertification but expanding the 
breadth of l^nowledge they had. That has been tough to do over a 
* ]>eriod of years because the States have been unable to bring these 
peo{)le into medical centers. 

Mr, Macooxalo, This is soit of like a better organized ski patrol? 
Mr, Law, Well, that is a good analogy. 

One of the problems, the State of New Mexico has a State statute 
which requires every physician to upgrade his level of competence by 
taking the semester refresher hours every 5 years, many physicians 
are so far remote from the teaching hospi'tal in Albuquerque to make 
it impossible to comply! If the State carries through with the statute, 
it would hiwo to rcwnove the doctor's license because he (loes not meet 
that criteria, it is an attempt to u[)grade the level of medicine that the 
^jiia^ff^sion is responsible for. 

We have conniiunities whc^re-a d(tctor is responsible for 4,000 square 
milcb; of territory. 

In communities in New M(^xico, for example, a nm^e comes in every 
Thursday afteriloon and, if you make it, you are in good shape and if 
vou don't you swTat it out until the next Thursday afternoon. This 
satellite technologv, used correctly would let neople^ome to the center 
at any time. The center would l^e"^ staifed with a paramedic who could 
interact with the hospital in Albuquerque, so^that a doctor could .ad- 
vise the paramedic what treatment to initiate or what to do until a 
" professional gets to tile area. 

It is a function of power and terrain. 
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In iliK- State I am film, Idaho, the Sti^e police are out of touch with 
their base stations for hours sometimes because tlie transmission power 
^"^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ radiate far enouofh to be picked up on re- 
peaters. Tim number to provide for an adequate system is too costly 
It IS astronomical. We have had cases of missing a State policeniau 
and when they found him he \vas dead beside hTs car. If he could have 
called in with information about who or what he was stoppin^r thev— 
the base station— would get a reading on liis position and the license 
number of the automobile. ^ \. . . 

Mr, Macdoxau). This is also turning into education, you sav? 
Mr. La w\ Yes, sir. j j- 

Mr. Macdoxali). How does it work in education ? 
Mr Law. We used the ATS-6, basically one Avay* video, then we 
added to that capability two old satellites. 

Mr. MAcnoNAU). What is wrong with one-way video? 
Mr. L.UV. Well, it has its pluses. ^ 
^ - Mr. Macdoxaij). What is, wrong with that ? 

Mr. Law. It had its i)luses and "minuses. The spacecraft ATS-O 

was able to provide two-way video but -Ave in. the United States had 
ti'ouble m fretjuency allocations and were not ])ermitte(l two-way use 
J wo-way video was innx^ipuiented in Alaska where remote medicai 
diagno.sis was done by TV and is done by radio every day 
; Mi\ Ma( ih)Xali). You keep talking about hospitals, I was tliinkin<r, 
when 1 hi'st knew yoa were going to be a witness. I was thinkin<r of 
teaching classrooms. ^ 
, Mr, L.\w. We do that every day or did do it every day throiio-]i ' 
Miiy 20. The way we sup])lement it and comi)lement it, the one-way 
video. IS by using ATS-1 and ATS-8 which are basically A'oice or 
narrow band satellites and we use them as C(mimunicatiou links. 
Mr. M.^ci)oxALi). And you have a teacher in the room ? ^ 
Mr. Laav. Yes, and they can interact with other students from bor- 
der to border or with teachers in Denver or with professionals who 
specialize in various careers. 

Mr. Macdoxald. And take examinations ? 
Mr. Law. Yes. 

Mr. MAt^ooXALo,' Would the local school give them credits, o-ivo them 
a high school dipioma ? 

Mr. Law. We didn't get t^ia^ far, but thei-e is no reason why we can't. 
Mr. Mac*ix>xam). How far did you get ? 
Mr. Law. Just to 7th, 8th, and "9th grade. 

Mr. MA(*n()XAij). Would they >ive them a junior high school 
diploma? ^ J „ 

Mr. Law. We gave written testimony which shows we have partially 
completed the research and evalnatioii of the project; the competence 
of the kids who had the tM'o-way capability, again.sttho.se at receive- 
only terminals, where they couidn^t ihtenict with other "students or 
Denver, was measurably better than the passive mode. The partici*- 
patory moile really sold thV program and motivated the kids to learn. 

Mr. Ma('i)()xaiJ>. That is sort of a word of art, "participatory mode 
What does it mean ? ^ ' ' 

Mr. Law. It means the youngster could })ick up a microphone and 
iVhe disagreed with the teacher or specialist at the other end or if. 
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wlint a toffrkeiior y^iiififster at aiiotlicr site saicl, in real time he^ could ' 
clo battle. 

Mr. MAg«<6xAU). You mean "aifrue back and forth"?. 
: Mr. Law. We prefer the Avord ^'discuss." The teachers are iiot given 
to permitting argunientatioh. 

M\\ Macqoxald. The good ones ai'e. That is the whole^point of odu- 
catioii, isn't it ? . ' ^ 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Bryon ? 

Mr. Byron. The reflection that tliat same program is operating over 
the Appalaohia*area in vocational colleges based on the University 
of Kentucky program and unfoi tifftately we don't have it today be- 
cause the satellite was moved over to the subcontiiient of India. That's 
Appalachia avS well as the Rocky%Iountains. 

Mr. Law. Sure. The majority of this pix)gram, Mr, Chairman, lias 
been the fact that three i^egioiial entities, and the Federal agencies 
IfUve had to agree on one program which had national benefit^s, 

Mr. MArnoNAT^n. T would think, culturally speaking, what woidd be 
beneficial to somebody, in Nt^w Mexico m not going' to be too much 
benefit, I wouldn't think, and I don't know much about Alaska, but I 
wouldn't think it would *be of the same factual value to Alaska, 

Mr, Law. Wp find tliat the kids'in Alaska ai-e j list as interested in 
knowino; what the Xavajos are doing in the Four Corner area; the 
Navajos in the P'oni' Corner area want to know what the Aleuts are 
doing, 

^fr, MAcnoxAT.n, How to identify copf)erhead say versus 

^Ir, IjAw, a rattlesnake, 

Mr, Mac^donat^u. T don't know what tliey have in Alaska outside of 
whales, seals T think, wouldn't seem to me to he the same thing. 

Mr, Law. We find out that kids have nmcli more discerning and 
probing minds than we as adults or teachers give them credit for, 

^fr, Byrox, Could I add a point ? v 

The cost apparently is negligible when you look at the disc that can 
be put anywhere, even next to a mobile van in the middle of a field, 
1 day a week to offer n program, A . - 

Mr, Law, Among other things we did, ^fr. Cwiinnan, and the rea- 
sQu that T am sup])ortive of the demonstration nioiiey, looking at the 
total technical picture, we involved 12 ptd)lic television stations with 
terminals, we involved two cable svstems and two translator systems 
all because we felt strongly from the begiiniing that if the technology 
was goi]ig to have any viability at all for the remote isolated areas of 
the country we had to prove tliat all of those other technologies could 
interface with a satellite and that really today you can provide com- 
munication satellite services to communities^, which, if supplied by 
ter:!^trial systems in economic terms, would never be able to afford 
a cSPnnuuity television or translator system. They are so far removed 
from the beaten path, a transmitter or trauslatoi* wouldn't do them 
good because there are no oft'-air signals to be picked up in the first 
place, ^Yo have proven a satellite can ])rovide these signals a'nd services 
at little cost, 

Mr. MAcnoxALD, Do you put entertainment on at all ? f 
.^Ir, Law. We think our format for our kids is somewhat entertain- 
ment, 

Mr, AIacdonat.d, T mean like Sesakie^Street ? 
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Mr. Law. No. Simply because bi the number of houi-s we Imd avail- 
able. We— FKM8 — liad U hours a week, the Ai)pahichia Regional 
Commisvsion had 0 hpni-s a week. 

Mr. Macdonald. We had a member of the snl)cx)mmittee intere^sted 
in Purdue Univei-sity that used to have planes and that is based on the 
same system. 

Mr. Law. Well, I prefer not to airree with that statement. 

Mr. Ma(H)()nald. Well, it is not a statement. It is a question. 

Mr. Law. Okay. Both of our systems are totally user based, however, ^ 
we do not tell our constituents what they need or what to use or tell 
them, "Here it is, yon have to use it/' they tell us. MPATI imposed its 
will on the usei^s. We did not. 

Mr, WiR-ni. 1 don't know if you have se^n the ai-ticles in the Rocky 
Mountain News in March by Peter Metzger, which* weiv, to under- 
state it, somewhat critical of satellit^e projects, 

Thei-e were headlines to the effect that educational satellite project 
costs are an extravagant, vest, elaborate, charade, running amuck with 
public moneys, and have you had any kind of fonual response to tJie al- 
legations made by Mr, Metzger in the news ? 

Afr. Law. Congressman Wiiih, I find myself in aU untenable posi- 
tion because, as you know, I work for a politically viable organization, 
whose board of dire(?tors is made up of six Governors and I answer to 
tliose six Governoi*s, and Governors are no different from Congiv^men 
or Senators, and are somewhat loathe to take on a newspaper. 

I have; for the funding agencies and Secretary Weinberger, an- 
swered the allegations in {letail. I have been investigated and reinvesti- 
gated. The project has undergone three audits and 1 wavs personally au- 
dited by the' HEW Regional Audit office au(i by NIK for 11 weeks, T 
<'au say, for my own salvation and, I think, credibility and whatever 
visibility I have left, I resigned my own position 2 weeks ago l>ecause 
T felt I was not getting a fair shake. The audits are in a rough draft 
form, and T am as clean as a whistle and so is the federation as clean as 
a whistle and^if the chairman wishes to get another audit in, I would 
welcome it. 

My problem is a forum to offset Mr. Metzger s owh credibility. 

ifr. AIacdoxald. Have you publicly been advised ? 

Mr. Law. I have be<.Mi advised by counsel that until the audit be- 
comes one of public knoAvledge, I should not req)ond. I felt I cx)uldn't 
wait any longer and that is why I instigated the proc^dings I did 2 
wooks iigo with my own company — FK]MS. I don 'I knuw if those 
audits will ever be made public. 

Mr. MA(n)()XAM). T think iiie ha .sic issue is where you get the most re- 
turn for the extra dollar speiit. Tlie question is wliether a multimi^llion 
dollar expenditure on a satellite, with all of the software and trans- 
mission problems you have, are worth it. ' 

You listened to the testimony in the earlier discussion talking about 
$7 billion a year over a 5 -year period of time, you all can gobble that 
up at high speed. What we are tiding to talk about here is now do you ^ 
get more people to lun e access to various comnmnications with soft- 
ware packages? 
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Mr, Law, If 1 am to take the dollar fi^ii-es that yon heard about and 
which will be attevsted to toniori-ow, that woiild brin<>:— and I would 
quibble with the Hgures 80 percent, because I think it is closed to 05 
percent and in our i-e^ion, close to 50 percent of the .^'.hool districts 
would be serviced by public television — and if I were to take the fi^ires 
to l)e attx^sted to tomorrow, $18!) million to ^t that otlicr 10 peirent \\p 
from 80 to 90, with that $190 million I could Hv you all of flic sj^t^^llite^s 
you would need for the next 20 yeai-s and j)rovide all of the sen icc to 
the havenots, the 50 million people living? in remote, isolated commun- 
ities?^^ or more imi)Oi'tant those 10 percent which will never get any- 
thing, which is in effe<*t being proposed. If you agree to 90 percent 
you don't do anything ever for the i-emaining 10 percent. That is the 
reason you are using existing cables and sa on, it is more inexpensive 
to go that way, 

I think if you take a look at the cable business and sec where it h;u3 
gone in the last 2 yeai*s, it is not only that the money is not thei^e, fui 
xl'iring the communities, but you also have to invest in a muttiniicro- 
wave system, more money than the cost of putting the cable system in; 
it l)ecomes economically impracticable Jbex^ause the operator cannot 
charge the $15 to $20 a month necessai7 to get a fair return on his in- 
vestment, 

I think the biggest hurdle we have to overcome in the Rocky Moun- 
tain area in temiH of economic gio\Hh, wliei-e> GO or 70 percent of this 
country's natural resources are at the moment, is the dearth of com- 
munications—Mr. Bell, A.T. & T, ITT, and G,T, & E, will never 
invest money for teri'estrial communications which will let us develop 
our strip mines, waterways, forest [>roducts. and so forth. 

At our last FRMS annual meetinor we were talking al)Out hauling 
coal out of Wyoming and the one railroad line pro jected $1 million a 
mile to put a rail spur in and that is a lot of money, 

Mr, WiRTH. Just in sumniarv. on behalf of the fedenitioiL, they 
ha^ a veiy very complicated political agency, as was pointed out in 
att^ipting to band together in mutual interests of that region, which 
are considerable, pai-ticularly in area of energy, gi-eat attempts there 
to develop a common agenda, great attempts, and I must say T am 
awai-e of the tremendous problems yon have had attemj)tiiig to put 
together that kind of coalition, I doift envy you at all in that task. 

Thank you. Mr. Chairman, 

Mr, Macdonald, Thank you, sir, 

I was al>out to say that anybody that says they doii't care whether 
the Federal Government funds them or not can't be ripping the Fed- 
eral Government off too much, 

Mr. Law, Having tried to get at this for 2 years and having .served 
in Mie public sector for 25 years, I have learned by experience the Fed- 
eral Govenurient is not the way to survive, 

Mr, Ma(^D()Xau), I think you won't get any arguments from this 
panel. Thank you very much. 

The hearings are adjoumexl until tomorrow at 2 oVlock in this room. 

[Wherenf)on, at 4 :3f) i).ni.. the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m., Wednesday, J une 4, 1975] 
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WEDNESDAY, JXTNE 4, 1975 

IIotTSK or Kkpresentativks, 

fk BCOMMITTICK ON C'oMMUNK^A'l'IOXS, 

CoMMimiK OX lNn':KSTAii': and Fori-uon Commicrce, 

Waslunytan^ D,C, 

The suuooniiiiuiee met at '2 p.in., pursuant to notice, in room 2322^ 
Raybnm House Office Buil(liii<r, Hon. Torbert H, Macdonald, cliair- 
inan, presiding. ^ 
Mr. Ma(*d()nald. The suboonimittee will come to order. 
We will have as Qur witness today, an nnexpex'ted pleasure, Con- 
^"essman Brown of Ohio, a fonner mend)er of our sulKonuAittee and a 
very valued one. 4 

\ 

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAEENCE J. BEOWN, A R^TEESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 

Mr, Brown. Mr.-ChaiiTnan, distin<ruiJ^ied niembei^s of the subcoiii- 
niittee, colleafrues: 

I am Pleased to appear before you t^^hiy and testity on a topic that 
occupiea nnich of my time and interest d;iri:i<i: my tenure on your com- 
mittee, namely, public broadcast in facilities. Specifically, I am liere 
to support H.K. 4r)t>4, the DHP^W ''Teleconnnunications Facilities and ' 
Demonstration Act of 1075.'' j 

I am sure that the majority of you believe as I do that the program 
of Federal prrant assistance for educational braidcastin<r facilities, 
which Conrrress first enacted in 19()2, has made an iniporttuit contribu- 
tion to tlie enterprise of public broadcasting. However, after 12 years 
of Federal <;rants in this area it seems appropriate to asseas: How far 
we have come in jiieetin*; the ori<i:i::nl «;oals of the program ; how much 
the te<hnical. institiUional, and social environment in which the pro-^ 
prram operates has changed;. and what existin*; and e^ergin^? needs 
can be met through a contm^t^p^ti.Cf^. it^Jtg modification of tliis grant 
program, '' ^^ ^ 

You liave already receiv^^c;cjbpsiderable testimoriy which 

should help you formulate prfjcfse answers fo questions about the State 
of development in exlucational broadcasting, so I will confine myself to 
some brief general <^erv^tions on thaf topic. 

For discussion puVpovSes, I think it is useful^ divide the facilities 
supported by this prpgram into two categories : Those used to produce 
program material — studio, remote pickup and editing equipment — and 
those facilities used to disseminate the program material to ,the in- 
tended audience — transmitters and interconnection svstems like micro- 



ERIC 



(53) 



vavc. You inav ivavh tlifTt'ivnt ronrhision^; about tlio state of dcvolop- 
nuMit in oacli o}' tliosi» two rato<^oi'i('s and <4«*roforo tlio appropriate pat- 
tern for future Kederal aid to these facilities. 

It seej'ns obvious to nie tlmt at sonic i)oint we will reach the limit of 
economie pi iu'tiealit y in terms of tlie original legislative ^oal of reacli- 
all of the pe4)ple of the United States with a single broadc^ist pi*o- 
prain channel in botlTtelevisio!! and radio. This is because both the local 
base of sui)port for program ^^eneration will be inadequate to support 
a production facility, and because the population density will be so lo\v 
that over-the-air broadcastin<? will not be a cost ettective dissemination 
mechanism. 

When that point is reached, sonu' nuiy question the \ist»fulne^ss of a 
Federal ^rant program for broadcastin^'facilities. I do not believe this 
will be the case. Some of the arguments which supi)ort'^niy point of 
view are:(,Hrst, the increasing availability of new altenuitive dis,sem- 
ination icclniolo^ies like low-power broadcast re[)eatei*s, cable TV, li^ht 
pil)es. .satellites, et cetera, which may make it more economically pra<'- 
tical to reach all the peo])le in the country with at least one basic service* 
SlM'ond. th(»r(* is an emcr^in^ juhhI for nuittichannel dissemination cap-* 
ability to su])port a wide ran^e of educational services winch cannot be 
co.st effectively pro\'ided without sonu^kind of technological nudti[)lier 
like radio or television; and, third, there will be an inoreiu^ed demand 
for (fuality production capability created by new audiovisual -based 
education se!-vi(>es. 

I believe that U.K. 4.5(54 detines souu' desirable new directions for a 
Federal su]>port program in this area while not i^noriu^ the very real 
problem of satisfactorily com])letin^ the task we started in 11M)2. It 
will [)ut the Fed(<ral (iovernment^in the position of bein^ able to a(la[)t 
to both chan^in^ technology and de\'elo[)in^ ap[)lications based on 
chan«^in^ needs. 

In sur.unai'y, the major i.ssu(v, as I see them, [)resented by ILR. 4564 
ai*e as follows: Tlie first issue is what resources will be re(|uired to 
brin^ the existin<r capital plant of pin)lic broadcai>tin<j u]) to standards 
and the i-orollary (|uestions of what standards are appropriate ^ In spite 
of the <'()mplexity of this (|uestion, I find sur])risin^ agreement ampn^ 
(he various estimates of overall co.^t — about $150 nvillion in TV an<l 
$'iO million in radio. Tlu* rmi^nitude of this up^radin<? task does not 
s(»cm to be a nuijor issue. What does seem to be an issue is the appro- 
priate Fedeial contribution to the undertaking. The administration 
b<'li(n'(\^ that It is reasonable to expect a substantial local contribution to 
this ui)^radin<r etlort, while public broadcasting feels that the majority 
of the support should come fi-om Federal sources. While I won't at- 
tcmj^t to resolve this dis])ute, T will otl'er two observations. Fii'st, you 
nu;y v/ant to considei' ad just in}? the matching fonnula, cnri-ently 75 
pei'cent Federal — 25 ])ercent non-Federal, so that more applicants can 
be helpc«l with a ^rix't'n amount of ^^nleral funds. Perhaps e\'en igi in- 
centive in terms of fundinj? priority should be ^iven applicants who 
pi-opose a project with a larjjer proportion of local funds. Second, a 
more specific un(lerstandin<j needs to be reached concernin<? the tiime 
period over which this facilities improvenumt program will be ac- 
comi)lished. 

The sec'ond issue. is how should the problem of capital plant depre- 
ciation for public broadcasting be handled^ I l)elieve this is a serious 



and not vvell-oxploml i.ssiio. Tho existing capital plant of public broad- 
eastbig is alivadv so lai^e tliat its normal annual deprociatibn exceeds 
the current yearly level of DIIEW crrants. DHEW has suofgested that 
Federal support in this area ought to be the responsibility of CPB 
anil handled through its community grant program, I believe it will 
take some time to work out a suitable solution to this problem, but that 
both DIIBW and CPB should be asked to jointly de\'elop a plan and 
work for its implementation over the next 5 years. 

The third issue is how close to the practical limit of coverage are 
we in botli radio ajid TVi There appeal's to be greater disagi'eement 
between the administration and the industry on the television side than 
on the radio side. In any event, there is an agreement that more needs 
to be done in extending broadcast coverage, 1 believe that the limit 
question can be approaclied on a pragmatic basis through case by 
case de<3isions on individual station activation applications, and that 
it is not necessary to arbitrarily pui'sue an abstra^'/percentage goal. 

The fourth issue is what long-term role is most ap})ropriate for the 
Federal (rovernment with respect to the development of telecommuni- 
cations facilitie^s to support education and other public services? As 
new sowic^'conc^'pts involving telecomtoinications emerge, I think 
it is dnff that additional production arid diss(»minati^^n capacity will 
he iWded, There is some question a.s to whether they should be pub- 
licly owned and financed, I do not believe it would Tbe wise to try to 
federally fund and implement a propam to build a vast array of pub- 
lic telecommunications facilities wnen thh possibility of using pri- 
vately tinanced system exists. I tluuvfore believe that the type of pro- 
gram proposed hy^ DIIEW under the demonstration portion of H.R, 
4564 provides the needed incentives and developmentjal activity to in- 
^ure that the ex[>anding noeds of education for moderirtelecommuiiica- 
tions will be met. 

In conclusion, T support the main conceptual thrust of H.R, 4564 
though I differ with its estimate of the appr()i)riate level of Federal 
and DHEW funding; to the total effort, I am particularly supportive 
of its (lemonstratiou provisions as I feel they open the way to address 
significant future needs before they become crises. 

Let nie sav^' further in conclusion, Mr, Chairman, I 'think we need 
this particular })ioce of legislation and the demo^tration grants in- 
volved ill it, so that we can go ahead with develo|\iHent of the tech- 
no! ojry in this field and see tliat it is made app]ic4ible to public broad- 
castin^r and particularly applicable to the developing needs in educa- 
tion that ])uhlic broadcasting serves. 

As you know, 1 am a supporter of more television usage by the school 
sysfems and by the nonschool systems that sfrve to edjicate our public 
in til,- needs they have for the kind of programing that can help them 
in self-improvement and in the facilities area, we need exploration in 
tliat field. 

T think we are likely*to develop things tliere that probabb' will not 
be developed in commercial television for private markets," but if we 
can develop them in the ])ublic sector here through private interests, 
they then will have a transfer application into the private markets. 

Mr. M.vrnoxALD. We all thank you very much, Congressman Brown, 
for your statement, and I note you say you have been a long-time friend 
of public broadcasting, and I know that is absolutely accurate. 
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I just have two very small questions bf you, Congfrossman, and one 
is: Yesterday we hai testimony from two segments, one from the 
HEW people, a panel, and once ag-ain, Mr. Wember^r saw fit not to 
appear, but Mr. Morrill, Assistant Secretary f ot Planning and Evalua- 
tion, took his place. ' 

I, for one, was so terribly slmazed and very disa;ppointed in the 
amount of money sought and their general attitude, at least publicly 
expressed, and what their private thoughts are I have no way of 
knowing, although I can't cqnceive that they wouldn't have different 
private thouglits than they expressed publicl v. But I was disappointed 
in tlie amoimt of fimds requested for facilities and>the demonstration 
grants that you spoke so highly about. 

We also had testimony on it from a gentleman ^ho is rather con- 
troversial in Colorado, but w^ho gave some interesting testimony 
cQuceniing his operations. 

The entire amount thift they requested to do all of the things that 
they said they needed to do, now programs and so foi th, as 'well 
as .continuing with the facilities, amounted, believe it or not, to a 
total of $35 million over a period of 5 years. 

Knowing of your interest, I was just woridering if you cared to 
comment. 

• Xow, r am not preB.sing you for any comments. You can certainly 
save the comments that you might liave for a later time on the floor, 
hopefully, or some other time. But, perfectly frankly,*! think it is a 
verv% veiT inadequate amount. 

Mr, Brown. Mr. Chairman. I would tend to share that view were 
it not for the circumstances in which we find ourselves in the economy 
at the moment. 

I think all of us would like to see some more funding in this area, 
so that those demonstration grants might bo moved ahead somewhat 
more briskly. 

It is my hope with that amount however, they can bring in some 
private funds to do some of the work on an experimental basis, ^nd 
perhaps supplement some of those funds that might come in otherwise 
by entrepreneurs in the liopos of praspective gains for themselves. 

Mr, Macdokald. If they had'any such plans, they didn't identify 
them yesterday, I can assure you of that. 

Mr, Browk. I shouldn't say privnte only, but perhaps even can 
supplement local community pfforts in this regard. 

We have one such elfort being coiiducted in my area now that comes 
to n-.ir,,l. \t)(1 of courKC, T think in the Congress generally, we tend 
• to encourage local demonstrations with the Federal funds and hope 
that tlie local community can pick up the Federal funds, part of it 
over a period of years or a periM^of time, and th^n t\-c ah^ays get dis- 
appointed that the local cpmmunity does not quite do it as rapidly or 
the extent that we hoped. 

Maybe the local community is disappointed, too. But T guess that in' 
summary one has to say that, and you mentioned* their private opinions 
might be somewhat different than their t-estimony, and I would assume 
if they weren't under restraints from the Office of Management and 
Budget, because of the general condition, of the Federal l)udget,they 
might come in and ask for more money also. 
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Mr. MAt^DOXALD. Do you think they might have testified a little dif- 
ferently at 2:45 today than they did yesterday, finding $5,3 billion, as 
I recall it, more money than was anticipated they would have yester- 
day?" - 

Mr. Brown. Mv, Chairman, that $5.3^billion, a good part of that was 
not budgeted, and I guess that is the prol>lem, 

* Mr. Macdonald. Well, we could go into it, and I apologize for get- 
ting into a matter that was extraneous, but you did bring it in. 

I still think, 'and I think you would have enjoyed very much Dr. 
Law% even though he had been under some attack from some news- 
papers out in the Rockv ]\rounrain area States, as I recall, for doing 
what I heard you discuss many times/and you indicated your i^reat 
interest in coeducational, as well as otiier prij^ctical aspects, medicine, 
and all of the rest. 

Mr. l^KowN. I^uess it is too simple a statement for me to make, Mr. 
Chairman, and thon to have to try' to defend sometime, but I would 
almost support anything that develops rapidly the technology in this 
field so that it can r^uce the economic costs of bringing education to 
more people. 

Xow, among the tllthgs you suggested are — and this has to be a 
function both of liardware and softw\are, but amoi^g the things sug- 
gested, of course, a^e satellite storage of programing so that schools 
could call up through the night and have the program projected 
that they could then show in their schools in room television sets and' 
record on their own cassettes, and so forth. 

We nmv be a long way from that, but if we don't undertake some 
of these demonstration programs to get there, it seins to me that the 
ultimate advantage of educational television will not be realized as 
early as we might otherwise realize it in the advantage of education to 
a lot of other people. ^ 

, ^Fr. ^rACDoxAT.D. We are i^ot going to realize it at a pace of $35 
million in 5 years.* 

^Tr. Bkowx. MiNChairman, that is, however, m^bi-e than I ma(fc all 
last week, so it Sounds like a lot of money. ^ 

* Mi\ ^rAC[)oxAT.n. You don't have to confess this to me. Are thore^any 
further questions? 

Mr^FREV. There is one thing, T want to also add the thanks of this 
connnittoe to the public broadcast people and their work over the 
yeai*s. ^ 

T had the pleasure of serving with this gentleman on the subcom- 
mittee an<l saw the leadership he provided and his help in writing a 
lot of the key legislation, and we ni-e delighted with his inteiest and 
look forward to working with him on this area, because it sure needs 
some work. 

Afr. ^r\cn()XA[>n. And on the floor. 

ifr. Frkv. iVnd on the floor. 

]Vrr. Browx. Thank yon, IVfr. Firey and thank you, IVCr. Chairman. 

!^^r. ^rACDoxAT.D. The next witnesses scheduled and, inasmuch as we 
are a little lat^e, I was hopeful to obtain your thoughts concerning this, 
the witnesses to present their varioirs points of view, most of whom 
I am familiar with, ])oth as people and as to their points of view, with 
very good reason, and they are Mr. Henry Loomis, president of the 
Corporati(m for Public Broadcasting, and Mr. Hartford Gunn, presi- 
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dent of Public Broadcasting Service, and ^fattliew Cotf'ev, president 
of the Association of Public Kadio Stations. 

Wo have also a fourth witness. I do not know if he would tit into 
a panel or not : Afr. George Pair, member of the Natiounl Association 
of Educational Broad castei-s board of directoi-s of the T'^niversity of 
Xoi-th Carolina, the TV network, and T mean, this is not a nniiled 
fist in a velvet <rh'Vc. but I am serious about what you think of ^ettin<j: 
to^»:ether in a joint pivsentation, 

^Sfr. Loo^ris. It is fine with me. - 

^fv. ^fAcnoxAi.n. T know it is difficidt to say no in an open room.tnit 
T am serious. We certainly welcome all of you, and for the edifica- 
tion of the steno^raphv^r, T wi.sh von would identifv vonmdves. rifj^ht 
toleft. ' ' 

, Mr. CoFFKV. ^ratthew Coffey. 

Mr. Batr. George Bair. 

^Iv. Loo^ns. TTenr\' Loom is. 

^fr. Gfnn. Plartford Gunn. 

Mr. MACDo>irAT.D. Proceed, whoever wants to first. > 

STATEMENTS OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF HENRY LOOMIS, PRESI- 
DENT, CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING; HARTFORD 
N. GUNN, JR., PRESIDENT, PUBLIC BROADCASTING SERVICE: 
AND MATTHEW B. COFFEY, PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATION OF PUB- 
LIC RADIO STATIONS: ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE E. BAIR, 
PH, D., MEMBER,' NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATIONAL 
BROADCASTERS BOARD OF DIRECTORS, AND DIRECTOR, UNIVER- 
SITY OF NORTH CAROLINA TELEVISION NETWORK 

AFr. Tioo^ris. Mr. Chairman. T know yon have my prepared state- 
ment, and 1 thought perhaps T coidd stai't by reading the last paire. the 
conclusion of niv statement. 

yiv. ^rACDoxATJ). Fine. 1 appreciate your reminding me Hiat. with- 
out exception, the statements will be included in the record as if read. 
an<l vou may inter])olate in any way you see fit. 

Afr. L(K)Ans. T WMutcnl to sav that the {\)rpoi'ation su[)pf)rts mauv 
of the sections of 1 I.E. 4564. ; 

This is paHicularlv true of the H-year fundiii^i: 7)intchin<2: provisions, 
features whifh >ho Coi'])oratio7i f^Tuhirses. Tt extends the educational 
broadcasting facilities pro^rain. whose authorizatioii ex])ires on 
J^^ne oO. It initintes a future-oriented demonstrfition projp^-am. which 
holds ^2:reat promise f<^r public brondcastin^. Tt offers the predict- 
^nbility of o-yoar authorizations for fiscnl years 107(^-80. which prv/- 
vide predirtnbility of fundinir and opfxu-timitv for systems n];)U7iiu<r, 

Xevei-theless. as justified in the re(]uircments sections of this stnte- 
ment. TT.E.''4r)64 establishes funding levels which are insufficient for 
the nchieveineTit of the^bilTs purposes. As deliTieated, np^radinjj of 
public television statibns aloiu^with the develo[)ment of new 
stations—refuures. at miTiimum standards, $b35 million. And the im- 
provement of exnstin^ public radio stations and the d^^velopment of 
Tiew ones leouire 940 million. The development of new television 
stations required to nttain 00-percent covera<re would raise the total 
reqiiirement to $8.55 million. 



At tho inillioii lovol $7 million por yoar — rm)ininoiulo(l hy the 
administration, the facilities needs alone of puldie broadeastinir wonld 
be lar<rely unmet. It is for tJiis 4-eason that (IM^ ur^es the subcom- 
mittee to^anthorize at least $35 million per year for fiscal years 107()- 
80, for a total of $175 million, whicli is still well below public broad- 
castin<^''s re([uk*ements. - 

The Task Force on the Lon<r-Kan<re Fiiuincin<r of Public Broad- 
castin<r stated, in its Wl'^ rei)ort, that Con«rress. in i)assin<>: the Edu- 
cational Television Facilities Act of VM\2. "enacted a leirislative 
milcvStone in the history of public broadcastin**;." CPH uro;es tliis 
subconnnittee to approve another milestone. IT.K. 45(11. witi> :i(h'^|uate 
fundin<!: levels. Its passa<j:c is cKUcial if public broadcasMn<r is to 
develop what the task, force called "the rich pokuitial for service 
I which ) rwnains unfulfilled." 

I may say, ^fr. Chairman, ha vin<j: listened to you and Oon<i:ressman 
Brown on the vsubject of amount, the {\\m<r that bothers me most about 
this act is the rhetoric touting; all of the ambitious thin^js that will 

done, rliisinf? hopes and as[)irations without snpplyin<i: the resources 
necessary to follow throu<>:h. 

Either cut back what you plan to accom])lish or ax)propriate the 
money iumm led to meet the objectives you endorse. 

I \V(fuld hope. very nmch it woidd be tlie-^latter iK'canse I think the 
statenuMit of purpose-is excellent. 

I Mr, lioomis' prei)ared statement follows :] 

St^Itkmkxt of ITkxky Loomts. riuiHioKXT. Corporation* for Pt^blic Broadc.vstinc; 

INTROnrCTION 

The (^)rporati()n for iMiblio Broadcnstiuj; (Cl'R) iir^^rs tho pnssi^^c of U.K. 
A^iVA, the TcUM'oinnuinications Facilities and T)onH>nstrati()n A''f of li)7r). with 
adequate fandinj; levels, Tlie Corponition reco^;ui/,fS that the provisions of this 
act are to he adniinisterrd— hy and bndf?eted to tJie Department of Health, 
fMueati(>n. and \\*elfnre ( DlllOW ) not the corporation, Xonetheless. the Car- 
poration is vitally concerned nhont tlicse i>rovisions. h(H'ause of its overall 
responsibility for rf<<feToi)inji tlie pnblie broadcasting; system of this n:'tion and 
for supporting projraminiu^ services wiiich nieet the needs and interests of the 
people of tiie T.S. witii both aesthetic and technical excellence. 

As such, the'Corporation hns a close relationship with PIIKW - a relationship 
which has existed since tiie incci>tion of Kor the Public Broadcast inj? Act 

of 11M)7. which nutliori/.ed the establishment of (TH. amended the Kducational 
Tehnision Facilities Act of VMV2 to include public radio and set the ))asis for 
(•(Mitinuinir e(n)|H-ration i>etw<*en tiie Corporation and PHEW, 

I ne lMil)lic liroadcastinjj Act of l0()7. witli its expansion of tiie facilities act, 
retlects c/onjxress's commitment to help estal)lisii a stnjn^?, effective, and inde- 
pendent public, broadcastiiip: system in the T'nited States. 11,11. (Mill. th(» Public 
liroadcastinp; Financing; Act of I!)?"), unanimously approved hy tliis suIk-oui- 
mittee' and reported out of tiie full Committee on Interstate and Foreij^n Com- 
men'e in Mny. indicates renewe<l conunitment to this ^;<)al. As a companion 
piece of lejiishition. II.R. 45<)4, tlu* TeieconHnuni<*ations FacUities and Demon- 
stration Act. offers further evidence of the conj^r'essional conunitment. in tiuit 
it provides for the continued development of the technical capacity which is 
essential to public.hroadcasting. 

FKATURES OF ir,R. 4564 

ir,R. 4.')()4 woidd extend the^Rdticational Broadcasting: FacUities Projyram for 
five years, fiscal 1 1)70-1 9S(). and jrive new authority to tfie Office of tlie Secretary 
of DIIEW "ff)r the support of demonstrations in felwrtmmunicaticms teclinologies 
for the distribution of health, education, and social service iirform'atiwn, and for 
otlier p\irposes. 
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Similar to II.R, 17400, introducod in the 03rd Congress, the hill would expand 
DHEW's role in public hroadcasting. It would not only extend an existing 
program — direct facilities support of publU* television and radio stations — ^Imt 
jilso would add a new dimension — indirect support of various telecommunications 
technologies, through demom^tration grants and contracts. These support func- 
tions would he authorized for the indicated live-year period at $7 million per 
year, for a total amount of $35 million. * 

It is (TB's lw»lief that the aims of the legislation cannot he achieved at the 
administration-supported funding levels. At least $35 million is rtviuired per year 
to meet the facilities and equipment needs of pul)lic broadcasting stations and to 
allow for demonstrations in modern teleconnnuuications technologies, as indicated 
in the following descriptions of facilities and denumstration recjuirements. 



Background — FaciHticft Development 

When Congress passed and the President signed the Educational Broadcasting 
Facilities Act in 1902. they not only set a precedent for federal involvenient in 
pitblic broadcasting but also laid the foundation for a national public broad- 
casting service. This action, with the inclusion of radio in the facilities program 
in lOoT, was a tangible sign of the growing national awareness of the potential 
for public service through the ehM^tronic media and of the need to help public 
broadcasters develop this potential. 

Passage of the facilities act and its subsequent amendment mcjtnt that public 
broadcasters were, for the first time, able to ac(iuire technical facilities and 
equipment for the provision of adequate ^services to their connnunities. Prior 
to the inauguration of the facilities program, the growth of ''educational broad- 
casting" was ^Inw and difficult, largely because of the enormous costs of fncilities 
and equipment and the scarcity of funds to pay these costs. Most public broad- 
casters operated in make-do quarters with hand-me-down efiuipment from com- 
mercial stations. It was their ingenuity, rather than the quality of their fauilities 
and equipment, that made "educational broadcasting" viable in a number of 
individual locations. 

i^tafe of the System 

Since the creation of CPB in 106S, pu!)lic broadcasting Inis grown to include 
251) television and 170 rndio stations, each of which is licensed by the Federal 
Communications Commissitm (FC(') and operates under FCC rules and regula- 
tions. These stations ai-e directed^ by professional managers and support staff 
and operated by trained engineering perscmnel, who are united in the cause of 
public broadcasting. ^ - 

These facilities reflect a federal investment of .$100 million. However, many 
stations use otitdated equipment, operate from short towers, and broadcast at 
h)w radiated power. It can be said, not even with tcmgue in cheek, that public 
broadcasting stations* in their use of old eciuipment, are major contributors to 
environmentalists' recycling efforts. However, the envirornnental 'aspect notwnth- 
f^tanding. recycled equipment wears out quickly, performs inefficiently, and gen- 
erally provides lower quality transmission. This in turn affects, the quality of 
services which television viewers and radio listeners receive. 

For public tcievision, CI*B has conducted an extensive ^stud.v to assess the 
minimum needs and costs to upgrade the facilities of public televisicm stations 
in the Cnitcd States and its territories. The results of this stnr?y show that more 
than $100 million is required merely to upgrade the facilities of existing public 
television stations in three categories: transmitter plants, color record and 
playback, and live color production cameras. 

To single out one area of equipment — color videotape- recorders — a substan- 
tial number of machines need to be purchased to briiJg public television stations 
lip to minimum stjindards. Details on the nund)er of macliines required and their 
cost are included in the appended CPB study. 

At the station level, color videotape recorders allow local stations to adapt 
resources provided by the I*ublic Broadcasting Service (PBS) to the needs and 
interests of persons in their connnunities. The re<'orders permit them to rehroad- 
cast live color programs aired by I*BS, to record and delay national programs, 



* A copy is appenclod. 
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to originate programs in their own studios, and to record community events 
outside their studios by the use of recorders in remote or mobile television vans. 
By giving stations' flexibility in thdr use of national programs and capability 
for responsiveness in their coverage of local events, videotape recorders are 
crucial to public broadcasting's position as an unique and alternative program 
service in which local station independence i.s a paramount goal. Mandated by 
the* Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 to provide diversity and excellence in its 
prograims, public broadcasting requires the technical means to realize its 

^^In^fnciuding just the three categories— transmitter plants, color record and 
playback, and live cfolor production cameras, at $100 million— the CPB study 
omits mobile units, dl^tronic journalism equipment, support facilities, studio- 
to-transmitter links, test equipment, and some studio modification-, J^hese addi" 
tional items, again figured at minimum levels, would require another^S million. 
Even then, there are additional capital costs for buildings, roads, lights, and 
similar items also not* covered by the facilities act, 

' For public radio. CPB is now in the process of refining new survey data, 
according to established radio station specifications, so that realistic totals for 
facilities needs can be stated for this medium. However, a rough estimate — 
accepted by National Public Radio (XPR), Association of.Public Radio Stations 
(APRS), DHEW, and CPB— is that $19 million would be required to bring 
existing stations up to the state-of-the-art, , v. 

For example, public radio has the unrealized^ potential to provide subsidiao' 
communications authorization (SCA) service to the print-handicapped, SCA is 
the placing of two or more sepanite signals onto the single channel assigned to 
an FM station so that several audiences— including the print-handicai)ped— can^ 
be served simultaneously. 

SCA is ideally suited to public radio, due to the medium's experience wmi 
public service broadcasting and its orientation to various target audiences, Jo 
date. SCA's potential has been demonstrated by "talking book" and other inror- 
matiopal projects in approximately 30 areas of the country. But the service is 
provided by fewer than 10 percent of the public radio stations in the nation. 
The request for funds for radio could provide this capability at all interested 
stations, « ^ 

Finally, it is worth noting that since the initial funding of the facilities program 
in 1963. Congress's intent in authorizing the legislation has far outstripped the 
actual funds appropri'ated,' * Although a total of $180 million wa^j authorized 
from fiscal years 1963 through 1975. only a total of slightly more than $106 
million was actually appropriated, representing a shortfall of $74 million. 

Extent of Coverage V 

According to the Public Broadcasting Agt of 1967, public broadcast program- 
ming should "be responsive to the interests of people both in particular localities 
and throughout the United States * * *." It lia.s the responsibility of providing 
full public broadcast services to all of the people, whatever their makeups, 
wherever their regions. * . • 

Nonetheless, recent estimates indicate that only HO percent of the American 
people are within the grade A signal areas of public television stations and 
only 02 i)ercent ate within the grade A contour of public radio stations. These fig- 
ures show that significant portions of the American people, "both in particular 
localities and throughout the Ignited States." are not reached by public 
broadcasting. , ' > ^r. 

For public television. CPB has calculated that upgrading the 80-percent cover- 
age figure to 90 percent would require an additional 82 .stations (for a total 
of 341 stations). These additional stations would cost approximately $180 million, 
funded through the facilities program, plus a substantial amount raised from 
outside sources. 

It should be noted that the present 80-percent coverage figure is an idealistic 
one because 61 percent of the public television stations operate in the XJHF 
band. As stated by Richard Block of the Council f or FHF Broadcasting, "Many 
people who tune into af THF !)roadca.st. or try to, continue to be frustrated by 
a poor signal due in large part to correctable technical deficiencies." ^ 



« A table giving the authorization-appropriation history is appended 
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,.omnt^j'^"vr''vH\'"'l''''''' n»tl electronic inferiority of UHF, 

compared with \m\ tuners; the itiadequacy of T;IIF outdoor antennas and 

.aok/or'^.n h"''M''??.it «<ljustment'of rilF indoor antZas" the draw 
backs of unshielded t'HF lead-in lines, which are easily affected bv weather 
conditions, and of VIIF/UHF splitters, which change impfd^nce at rnt^nnn 
n?Z^nT' '""T^ fBnal loss; and the absence of consumer eZat on to ex- 
plain to viewers how to tune in tTHF channels 

While the improvements required stretch from the home receiver to the 
w n T^"^''""* lead-in, back to the station's transmitter, it is clear that 
H R. 45m can assist m the latter area. As part of the extensive study which 
S^Ho ^i""^"'^'^'! this year, it identified improvements which cou d be 

^JL ThLfCrn"" """"^ ^■■^""y « station's cover! 

age. inese in^provements were: 

Antenna relocation. 
Antenna height increase. 
Transmitter power increase. 
Various^conibinations of the above 
pr^oxlU^^^^^ «P.rading^rea«ired for transmitter facilities is ap- 

toTmnrnv/fi;^"?'' h"" • 'V"l V"^ ''"'^^ commercial organizations, is striving 
to improve the technical status of the other elements of the VUF system bu£ 
there remains much to do in these areas. Until some of the technical deficiencies 
Z^l^^^:^^;^^ ^^^"^^""^ ^^"^^^ at considerable disadvau- 
n ^f-V^^^ believes that the upgrading of existing T^HF facilities warrants 
a pnonty equ^l to the presently accorded conversion to color videotape recorder 
c^^apabihty. Improved THF transmission and reception ^Yill enhance the avail- 
ability of public broadcasting's services to greater numbers of people. Color video- 
tape recorder capability remaiDs essential to providing local station autonomy 
in program scheduling. ' 

For public radio, an even more substantial development effort is required than 
for public television. Based upon the 62-percent coverage figure, 125 stations 
in major markets would have to be added in order to increase public radio's ' 
coverage to 90 percent. At present, CPB is conducting an in-deptli assessment of 
the needs of public radio and will present its analyses to Congress when they are 
complete. Until that time, OPB estimates that the development of public radio 
stations in areas presently unserved would require approximately $21 million 

C PB, NPR. and APRS expressed their concern to DHEW about the develop, 
nient of new public radio stations in public hearings held last October on DHEW 
regulations. In March of this year, they were pleased to see their concern rec- 
ognized, when DHEW set as first priority "projects to establish, either through 
the activation of new stations or the acquisition, expansion, and improvement of 
existing stations, public radio stations meeting accepted industrv-wide standards 
in presently unserved areas with populations of 500.000 or mo're." DIIEW also 
gaye priority to the creation of stations in presently unserved areas with popula- 
tions of between 250.000 and 500.000 and in those with less than 250.000. 

DEMONSTRATION REQUIREMENTS 

H.R. 4564 gives View authority to the Office of the Secretary of DHe'w to in- 
stitute demonstration programs in new and innovative areas, such as satellites 
cable television, and video cassettes, Tlie Corporation endorses rhis concept for 
a number of reasons. 

First, although public television theoretically reaches 80 percent of the popula- 
tion of the United States, it broadcasts to the portion of the population which 
occupies less rhan 50 percent of the land mass of the country, with Alaska ex- 
cluded. Hence, to reach 90 percent of the population would require a heavy invest- 
ment, about equal to the cost of reaching the first 80 percent, ^ 

DHEW's research into improved distribution technology can, through a com- 
bination of satellites, cable television, optical communications, and other ad- 
vanced forms of broadband distribution, .open new avenues for reaching the 
remainder of the nation unserved after the 90 percent point is reached. 

Second, unless some teohnological strides are made in the technology of broad- 
casting, there is no alternative to the continual replacement of equipment now 
in use: The technology of broadcasting has not kept pace with the tremendous 
technical advances of the last two decades~an important reason why impetus 
should be given to its development. 
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For the respective liiikuf^es of /public television and radio stations, terrestrial 
interconnection is very costly, +*ven at reduced rates. It provides an acceptable, 
but not exceptional, signal quality in television, but no stereo high fidelity 
capability far radio. It is a relatively inflexible way of linking independent sta- 
tions with varying needs. The intenonnectioii of new points is expensive, 
especially when they are in remote areas not already .served by common carrier 
lines. Rates for the occasional service u-sed for special-events coverage and pro- 
gram asembly are very high. 

All of these factors, along with the potential of satellite technology, are cans- 
ing.public broadcasters to look skyward for the interconnection systems of tomor- 
row, (iPB was an early sponsor of the ATS-6 safil^lite experiment t\^t brought 
experimental programs in education and other social communications services 
to Appalachia and the Rockies, and is a founding member of the Public Service 
Satellite Consortium which is exploring new ways to make satellite technology 
serve communications' need.s in the health, education and social services 
disciplines. 

• Together with the Ford Foundation and PBS. and more recently, NPR, CPB is 
al.so engaged in extensive preliminary re.seurch into the costs and benefits of 
utilizing conmiercial satellite systems for int^erconnection. It is feasible that 
»utellite service superior to terrestrial interconnection in -flexibility, si^al 
Quality, reliability, and long-range costs can be available to public broadcasting 
within the next two to five years. 

Third, as indicated in the Public Broadcasting Act and in the amended ver- 
sion of the Public Bnmdcasting Financing Act, in.structional programming is a 
major focus of public broadcasting. Since television is a one-way medium and 
effe^jtive learning is the result of interaction between student and teacher, two- 
way capability is necessary. When the medium acquires this capability, it will 
increase the effectiven^»'^« of its educational and instructional programs. It is 
CPB's hope that the new authority which DHEW seeks will lead to such tech- 
nical advances as two-w^y television, be it cable or other, to provide this 
capability. 

However, due to CPB*s concerns that the facilities re(iuireinents of public 
broadcasting be met and that the funding levels for the.se requirements he ade- 
quate, it has reservations about the allocation of funds between the facilities 
and demonstration programs. CPB, while in complete support of the demonstra- 
tion concept in the bill, believes that assurance.<j regarding the level of fund- 
ing for the demonsmition program should be made clear to the subcommittee 
and public broadcarfing. CPB bases its .support for the demonstration section 
upop a reasonable -i^io which would take into account the exten.sive requirements 
of the facilities progPam. 

f CONCLUSION 

H,R, 4564, with its facilities and demonstration sections and its five-year fund- 
ing and matching provisions, has features which the Corporation strongly en- 
dorses. It extends tife Educational Broadcasting Facilities Prograpi, who.se au- 
thorization expires on June 30, It initiates a future-oriented demonstration 
program, which holds great promise for public broadcasting. It offers the 
predictability of five-year authorizations for fiscal years 1976--1980, w-hich pro- 
vide predictability of funding and opportunity for sy.->tems planning. 

Nevertheless, as ju.stified in the requirements sections of thi.s f^t«iement, H.R. 
45.(H establishes fundin^J levels which are in.sufticient for the achievement of 
the bills purpo*^*^-. As delineated, ungrndin?; of public television stations alone-— 
without the development of new .stations — requires, at mininuini standards, $135 
million. And the improvement of existing pnbMc radio stations and the develop- 
ment of new (mes require $40 million. The development of new television sta- 
tions required to attain 90 percent coverage wo\ild raise the total requirement 
to $355 million. , 

At the $35-million level--$7 million per year — ^recommended by the administra- 
tion, the facilities needs alone of public broadcasting would be largely unmet.' 
It is for this reason that CPB urges the subcommittee to authorize at least $35 
million per year for fiscal years 1976--1980, for a total of $175 million, which is 
still well below public broadcasting's requirements. 

The Ttosk Force on the Long-Range Financing of Public Broadcasting stated, 
in its 1973 report, that Congress, in passing the Educational Television Facilitiejs 
Act of 1962, "enacted a legislative milestone in the history of public broadcast- 
ing." CPB urges this subcommittee to approve another milestone, H.R. 4564, with 
adequate funding levels. Its passage is crupial if public broadcasting is to develop 
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what the tasl^Jj^rce called '*the rich potential for service [which] remains 
unfulfilled." 

APPENOIX.-EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION FACILITIES I^CJ APPROPRIATIONS, 1963-75 



Fiscal ytar Authorization Appropriation 



--- ^---^ 1 » $32, 000, 000 $32,000,000 

JsfJ : - 10,500,000 

iSS? — 12,500,000 4,375,000 

J2'? - 15,000,000 5,083,000 

\IU - - 15,000,000 11,000,000 

- 15,006,000 13,000,000 

llli - - - - - - 25, 000, 000 1 3, 000, 000 

- - - - 25, 000, 000 15, 675, 000 

^^^^ : 30,000,000 12,000,000 

180,000,000 106,133,000 



' Aggregate. 



Mr. Macdoxald. I coulcl not agree with you moro, . 

I have tried to make tliat point. I think I did make the point ad 
nau.seum yesterday. I got sick of saying it myself, but it didn^t seem 
to register, so I liad to keep saying it. 

You know, I told you people once, "promises, promises, promises," 
but to hold out this disillusioning Utopia of Iiow all of these things 
are going to hap[)en, and then liave a pittance of money to do it with 
IS a hoax, and to us-, a cliche, a ci'uel hoax, because I went tliroug^ with 
them yesterday, and I am not going to go througli ancient history 
because this goes to exactly the point. And in my notes, which have 
been so adequately cared for tliat I now^ can't find them, it turns out 
that the amount of applicants, to the best of my recollection, was with 
25 days to go, they had not given any filing, I mean they had not been 
completed, and there had been no money given to them, and that many, 
many, many of them were going to the well and going to come back 
under their own figui-es with empty buckets, not even a bucket with a 
hole m it. I mean no bucket. 

Mr. LooMis. Well, I think you will also find the history had been 
so discouraging that many wiio ought to be considering going to the 
well, who ought to be considering increasing their pliysical plants have 
given up even ti-ying because it seemed that it was so hopeless. 

I think one of the things that bothers us very much is the fact that 
while in theory public television covers 80 percent with tlieir grade 
A coverage, in fact it is something closer to 60 percent. That is because 
the existing stations have second-class facilities. 

Mr. Macdonald. Riglit. 

Mr. IjOomis. Facilities are either too low power or not located prop- 
erly. That is the scandal and nothing but inoppy can remedy that, It 
does not i-equire FCC clearance oi anything like it; it is just a matter 
of doing it. 

You have the licenses, yoii have an audience, you have a board of 
du-ectors, you have -the whole thing, -but it takes a sizable amount of 
money to get that 20-percent ihcrease from 60- to 80-percent coverage. 

Mr. Macdonald. How much do you figure in hard dollars, not opti- 
mum, but hard dollars, that you could reasonably expect to get to fix 
tnis V , ♦ 

Mr. Tx)OMis. Well, we figure that foTTniblic, television just the trans- 
mitters themselves will cost on the ordeV of $30 miillion. That isn't 
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counting needed VFR s or teleeanieras; not counting studios, et 'cetera. 
That is 'just the cost of transmitters and antennas needed to extend the 
list^nei-ship to all of tliose wlio sliould be able to see and hear in theory, 
but do not in practice ; is on the order of $30 million. I am now talking 
only of existing stations, not talking about miuirenients of additional 

stations, i • q 

Mr. Macwnald; That, of course,-$3() million would be. in one area^ 
Mr. I^)OMrs. Yes, that is in just the basic transmittal equipment, 
Mt\ Macdoxaij), I have a memo, I ought to take care of my own 
things, I get called out for a vote and I am sloppy, but I know what 
I do with mv own things, I had a memo of October 10, 1973, from 
Caspar Weinberger, what its circulation w^as I don't know, which 
said— and this is Caspar Weinberger talking— Secretary of HEW, "I 
don't want regulations to give first priority to new stations. We have 
new stations. I want fii^t the priority to be on more equipment for 
existing stations*.'' • ui 

Xow I am not trying to, you know, cause any international problem, 
berause there is nothing iiiteniational about this. We are both doing 
the public's business. This should be external. 
WHiat do you think ^ 

I won't go into the mentality that w^ould put out something like that. 
I thought WT had gotten rid of that California-type thinking quite a 
while ago, hopefully, and I don't have any apologies to Mr. Weinberger 
about that on second or third thought because I mean it. He was just 
flying in the face of what it said in the Conmiunication Act, and what 
he thinks does not really have too much to do with it when he is faced 
with an act of Congress. 

Obviously, new s*fations are a prioritfy^and who is any Secretary — 
I am not going to pick on him, I don't know him— but who is any Sec- 
retary, Elliot Richardson, w^hom I do know, or another Seci^tar>» that 
I knew, Abe Ribicotf, but w^io are they to say, "Never mind what the 
Congress or the hnv says, I don't want it ." ? 

Kow, do you have any interplay between the agencies so you could 
stop that and say : ''Well, I am soriy, Mr. Secretary, I don't care w^iat 
you think. I don't think, and my position is just as impoi-tant as yonrs, 
I, too, am a Presidential appointee" ^ 

Mr. T^Mis. Of coui-se, I am not a Presidential appointee. I am a 
private citizen reporting to the Board of the Corporation, 

Mr. MArnoxALD. That is right, sure, but you were nominated by the 
president, 

Mr.. LooMis. Well, I don't have that shield. My job is to provide the 
shield to others, I guess. But this is a difficult issue because we have 
discussed this with HEW, and we do have a variety of different 
j)riorities. 

In the case of radio, I think the priority is clear becuuse there are 
huge areas — a third of the top markets in Ihis country have no public 
radio stations. The top priority is gettnig into these markets while 
frequencies are available. 

In the case of television, our action, as you are well aware, requires 
diversity and independence for the licensees. In order to be diverse 
and to have independence, you have to have equipment such as color 
tape recordei-s and those are very expensive. 
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Wo woro shockod to tiiui thoiv would ho soiuo 27 million if I roinoiu- 
ber lYht required to ecjuip existiu^r statioiis with the luiniiuuin tape 
re^'orders re(|uirod to periuit them to record the PliS pro^rrams ratlier 
than playing!: it immediately as it eame dowii the line, to vocovd it for 
use at some later time if they wislied to use it. 

So there we were eautjht in a dilemma, one mpiiremeut of one law 
was to reaeli all of tlie population, and one nnjuirement of tlie other 
law, our law was to eneoumtre . diversity ami independene^ to tlie 
I loensee, " a 

Bolh require capital. So we diseussed it with HEAV and said, and 
this, was a couple of yeai-s a^j:o, that at that time we thou^jht greater 
priority should be tjiveu to enhancin^i: the capabilitv of existing sta- 
tions to have di vei-sity and independence. This was with n^spect to tele- 
vision, all of the latter pertains to television. 

We now feel there have been ti:ood additions to s 

Mi\ Ma( DONAU), What are VTR's i 

Mr. I^H)Mis. Video tai)e re<'order-s, and these are thinijs tliat cost 
on the order of $80,000 or $100,000. 

Mr. \rA( i)oxAM). Why are these necessan* ? I lieard the empluisis, 
and 1 am pleading ignorance, not my case, but I just doirt underetand 
why they are so important. 

Mr. I^)OMrH. r^^t us say the PBS feature at 7 o\^lock in the evening 
IS progran^ed A, which you aiv very anxious to have, but unfortu- 
nately at i oVlock you are already committed to cover the local city 
council, 

If you doirt have a tape recorder with which vou can tape program 
A, it^yoii have to mver the city council, you cover it and then you can- 
not get A because by 8 o\'lock when you are ready, program B is on the 
line, * ^ I ^ 

If you had the tape i^corder, you (^uld choose whether you want 
program A or B, or you could ta{)e program A and keep it for broad- 
cant the following Saturday, 

Without the tape recorder, you eaiiY do this. It is a vital pait of 
the independence and freedom of choice of the individual licensee, 
and It re(|uires an expensive piece of equipment, which is the basis of 
the dis<Mission. 

That is why we felt at that time that insufficient priority had been 
given to It. It does not show up in statistical breakdowns of coverage. 
It does not show up in dots on the map, 

Mr, Fkky, May I ask this. Is there any way you can do it areawide? 
1^ or instance, one staticm recording in one area, and then using it^ ' 

Mr, LooMis, I think in theory, vou could, I think the communica- 
tions problem between stations ami B and C would be complex 
l)e(>ause it would not he a t^onstant pattern. The whole point is on 
1 uesdays, yon have a diHVrent desire than on AA^dnesday, and I think 
the problem of coordinating the stations would. be the difficulty, 

Mr, Macdoxau). On the same points, in the old days, ius I recall it, 
in the entertainment field, motion picture people uWd to call that 
bicycling, aiul that seemed to work pretty ^vell, TheVe were law suits 
. alK)ut who was bicycling and under what circumstances, 

Mr. Gi ss, We do some of that, PBS does some of that right now,' 
that is terribly expensive, again, when you get color tai)e, and the 
amount of just the physical cost of the tape and duplic4ition of it, is' 
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vorv oxpoiisivo as coitipaml to bi'iii<>: ablo to ivrord it, use it and tlion 
wipe tlietapo and ns(» the saine«tape a^^aiii. 

The hievclin^i:, tlie niatheinatics of it is not as favorable as one would 
think. 

Mr. H.viu. You still would have to have a machine to play it baek 
when v(ni wanted to use if. 

Mr.*^(h*NN. Many of youi* pn)bleins are timely in nature and there 
wouldn't he the tinie to get it to the next town. Nobody want« ''Wiush- 
ington Week in Review" the following week. They understandably 
want it in the week it happened. 

\Jr. WiRTH. I am curious. Hicyeling means .sending it out how? 

Mr. (ii XN. Hy nuiil. 

Mr. WiuTii. City of Denver ^ 

Mr. (h*NN*. Denver would u.si* it on Monday and we would i)ut it in 
the nuiil, and it would go sonu»wheiv on Tuesday, and so foi-th, down 
the liiu*. 

Mr. WiRTii. Why isn't it i)ossible for you in a situation like that 
to nuike lots of copies on tape ^ Once you buy the tape, can't you make 
tliem send theni out ^ 

Mr. (irxN. You would miss the time franu\ If the timing is that 
important, it might arrive 3 days later. This is the kind of things PBS 
has done a lot of work on. And,' as I siiid, the tape it.self is so expensive. 

Mr. WiRTii. Once vou get the tape, it can Ih» us^mI over and over 
again ^ 

Mr. (irxN. You can oidy use it so long; it is used up after so long on 
bicycling. 

Mr. WiKTM. 1 was thinking of developing the kind of program 
where you can mail it to Denver, then Colorado Springs, and probably 
on to (irand Junction, assuming we got appropriations from the 
uilministration to make sure we aiv able to put broadcasting facilities 
there, why coidduY you mail it out to all of those stations, and then 
haye the kind of tfade arrangements going back and forth via mail, 
so thev wouldn't have to buv tluit ^ 

Mr.'(irNN. You could. In fact, it was the original system we liad, 
but it was so inefficient and so costly and it i-endered si)ecial events and 
tinu^ly y>rograms unusuab^e for the'^H^oplt* <>" the far end of the bicycle. 

Mr. Fhkv. Will you vield on the point you are talking about? 

^fr. (irxx! And" yoii still have to play it back, even when you 
bicycle the tape. 

Mr. P'rky. If thev have to be so timely and so urgent to get them on, 
I don't think I would cover the city council. If it is such a tremendous 
thin^ tliat it is a '"now" tiling, aiid it couldn't wait a day or so, I 
would let the city council'go and maybe do that. The city council-would 
l)e back, I guarantee, and yon would get a rerun of that whether you 
want it or not. \ 

Mr. WiRTir. Itisliketheveto. \ * ^ 

Mr. B.MR. You don't save all 4)f the money. You have to have a 
video tape machine to play even iith bicycle tapes^imd therefore all 
you are saving is the differejice between the one^at can play only 
and the one that can record. 
. Mr. WiRTii. A color machine costs $100,000. 

Mr. Bair. With playback and record capacity. 

Mr. WiRTH. W\mt does black and whit^ cost ? 

V 
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Mr. (h-NN. It (loos not matter what it costs: it does not coiuit any 
moiv m modern toltn ision. 

Mr. M.vcDoNAi.n. What ^ What doi^m't matter ^ 
Mr. (ii NN. Bhiok ancJ white television. 

Mr. I^)()Mis. In black and white television vou lose your audience 
rapidly. ^ * ' 

Mr. MA'(H)<)XALD.Jt came out a little difFer(»ntly there. 
Mr. Hair. Yes, black and white docs not count.' 

Mr. Macdonau). In other woids, black and white does not count. 
How do you explain the tremendous audience, an(J inayln^ this is just 
m my ^reneration. I don> know, l)ut the audience that was engendered 
by VVorld A\ar II. tluit movie, the En^rlish actor. I think it was a high 
ranking officer, the invasion, the rise of Hitler and invasion of Europe ^ 

Mr. (h-Nx. '^The World At War." * 

Mr. Macuonai.d. That is all in black and M'hite. 

^xf ^^' ^'^"^^"^ ^^^^"^ somethin^r to do with it, I admit. 

Mr. Macdoxaij). Yes, I would Just as soon see a irood black and 
white as a poor color one. 

Mr. Gi-Nx. I think.^ne of^the unique thin^^g we do is to program 
information for children. It is hard today to brin^r a youn^rster into 
a program in black and white Miien he can watch cartoons in color. 

Mr. Macdon au). That is pretty well documented. Who wants to 
get back to the bill befoi-e you t 

STATEMENT OF HARTFORD N. GUNN, JR. 

Mr. (lUNx. I just have a two-pa«ro summary of what I said in my 
written statement and as I understand it, tile bjusic stat<^nients are 
going in the record with appendices, including the enffinperinir 
statements. r< ^ e> 

The objective of the public television sysrem is to ^nve a quality 
program service to all of the American people and make that service 
ivsponsive to the paiticular needs of each community served. 

The 5-year facilities program we recommejid today will, in our 
judgment, meet that objective. With local support up fmnt, this pro- 
gram will provide the delivery capabilities public. television must have 
to hll the mandates laid down in the 1907 act, and tJiere aiv several key 
elements, as we see it, to undertaking the completion of this facilities 
program. 

The first element of the program is to reach in fact with a depend- 
able signal the 80 percent of the population that our 254 existing 
stations reacli in theory. This gap, as we meiitioned a moment ago, 
between fact and theory, results f mm the inadequacies of the applica- 
tion of T HF technology. 

That situation is especially critical to public t'ele^ision and also criti- 
cal to commercial television, but especially to us because 61 percent 
of our stations are in the l UF band, so' there are some 30 million 
people that f4ieoretically are within reach of our pre^sent transmitters 
and our present stations and their staffs and their programing, but in 
fact are not feachable because of the weak oi-^poor signal of those 
stations. W> think to bring that up to date would cost something on 
the order of $31 million. 

The second element in the program, as we see it, is to create a system 
in which there are genuine local service options so that each station 
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can use national resources aJ6;j^rding to its own priorities/ and it can 
j<£Mi\30 produce programs to ine^t the special needs of that community. 
This is the part where we think our best estimate is someth^g on the 
order of $100 to $105 million for color cameras, video tape recorders, 
projectoi-s, and so forth. 

The third element of the program is t\stablislinient of new stations 
wherever there is a population to support them to reach an additional 
10 percent of the population. Let us assume we have now spent the 
necessary money to make our present stations effesetive, we will have 
covered about 80 percent of the public. To reach the next 10 perceitt 
of the American |)opulation, that is about half of those remaining that 
we do not serve, will require some 82 new stations at a cost of about 
$80 million. 

Thirty-four communities have already raised the necessary non- 
Federal matching funds, and the point you were making is that there 
are a lot of people, on the promise of ^e^eral money, that have gone 
to work, and they raised local money and are ivady to go. 

Thiity-four of the 82 new stations that are needed are standing by 
waiting foi* funding. The're are another 48 communities which repre- 
sent potential service areas, and the cost of that would be an additional 
$112 million over the $68 million necessary to put in the 34 commu- 
nities. This still leaves 10 percent of the population unsei-ved by pub- 
lic television front ov^er-the-air facilities. 

It is our view that these people should be served and that this re- 
quires a long-term creative approach ttnd creative research. To develop 
the new technologv'^ to serve that group, it may very well be our present 
high-powered transmitting stations such ^ we have covering the other 
population areas are not going to be effective in covering the last 10 
percent of those ai^eas in this cbuntry, and that is 10 percent of the 
population w^ich does not now have access to the programs of public 
. broadcj^sting. 

We, however, strongly disagree that it is now the moment to shift 
the focus of the Facilities Act away from public broadcasting facilities 
per se. 

The immediate needs are great and the immediate* benefits can be 
achieved by application of available or near-term technology. 

The future communications i-esearch should be considered on its own 
merits separate and apart from a facilities program. 

In other words, I am a great believer in demonstration projects, but 
I think to mix it in with this program, it is going to be deceptive or 
it may not be effective in getting the quality demonstration projects 
you need. I dm sure it will make the program to reach the majority 
of the population ineffective or less effective to the extent that we put 
the two iteins in competition with one another in the same bill. 

[Mr. Gunn's prepared .statement, with attachments, follows:] 

Statement of Hartford N. Gitnn^ Jr., President, Pitblic Broadcasting Sebvice 

The legislation before this Subcommittee would continue the Federal matching 
grant program that, since 1962, has enabled great progress to be made in ex- 
panding the reach and flexiWlity of the public broadcasting system. We would 
like today to outline for you the costs and planning that will be involved in carry- 
ing this program forward to fulfillment. 
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r, PURPOSE OF THE FACILITIES ACT 

The Stated purpose of the Facilities Act is to -assist (through matching 
Sni L^'ilirsJ^^?"r' noncommercial educational televirn'^rad^^b^^^^^^^ 
aCd^aSl^t of?^^^^ ^^^^"^-^^^^^^ ^^^^^ the Public 

t^at it is necessary and appropriate for the Federal (iovemment to comple- ^^dh 
^Zi; ^^""^""^'^ r^.**"^^^'^'^ « national policy that will most effectively make 
noncommercial educational radio and television service available to alT Uie 
citizens of the tTnited States (emph^^is added), 
^II^o^^'^^^/k'^'' ^""^ ^" essential complement to the I>uhlic Broadcasting Act 
Together, they provide the framework and somAof the njeans for the development 
lean ^;;^Wdc-asting system that is acy^easiip and responsive to all the 

^^"S'-^f 'nj^ves t()W'ard the concept of long-range Federal funding for the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting and, through it, for the individual stations 
I m!;""^ particularly appropriate to establish a c(mumni(m long-range 

i w.^r'^f^"' technical ca^bilities of public television and 

radio. Without such technical capabilities, the 'stations, would be unable to 
achieve the potential that general longrange assistance will otherwis^ afford 
flLf '"""i^^^ five-year funding for facilities, at substantial levels 

that reflect real needs. This statement will be limited, of course, to the needs and 
recommended funding levels of public television only, 

* II, PRIORITIES AND FUNDING LEVELS 

f^'^'^'^^^i^rf*^"! the appropriate \evel for authorizations and appropriations under 
the Facilities Act, it is necessary first to define the objectives—and to rank them 
in some order of priority— that must be accomplished if public television Is to 
serve the American people as envisioned by the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 
We suggest three primary obje()tives, all of them directly related to the purpose 
of the FaciliHes Act: (1) to make a public- television signal available to all 
Americans; (2) to give each station true options as to how best it can serve the 
needs of its community : and (3) to enable each station to take full advantare of 
these opHons by strengthening its production capabilities. 

These ohj^tives can best [ye reached in two stages. The first is the developTaent 
and improvement of existing stations to maximize the efficiency, flexibility, and 
responsiveness of their service to the people within their theoretical viewing 
area. The second stage is to make it possible for communities not now served by 
public television to have access to such service, if they want to have it, > 

The methods by which each station, with its particular local needs, will choo^ 
to meet these, objectives will, of course, vary, This statement sets out patterns 
for meeting these objectives which are not intende<l to constrain the stations in 
their applications, but rather to .provide D/HEW with a framework from which 
to respond flexibly to a myriad of specialized ne^s,, ^t; - - 

A, Inci^easing the efficiency, flexibility, and rcsp^^vim^s of existing station 
services, I V 

1, Improvements in VITF Teehnology.^A major priori tJVobjwtive that can he 
advanced by the Facilities Act is the availability of a public television signal to 
every houseliold in $ station's serWce area. In estimates based on th<^)retical 
projections of signal coverage and the 1070 census, public television signals cur- 
rently reach^over SO percent of the xK>pulation, or about 162 million i)eople. In 
fact, however, we estimate that of that number, at leas^ 13 million television 
homes (or al>out 30 million people) are not effectively served, due largely to the 
current inferiority of applied t^^F technology— <ind al>out 61 percent of our mem- 
l)er stations are VMF. Thus, we estimate that an acceptable public television 
signal reaches only approximately 65 percent of the population, or al>out 132 
milliorf Americans, » 

Although the technology exists for better THF transmission and reception, this ' ' 
technology has not yet been applied. As a result, while millions of dollars are 
invested by the public in home receivers and Ji)y television stations in transmit- 
ters, UHF signals are not reaching large segments of l)oth inner cities and rural 
areas theort^tically served by ^public television, 

PBS is now working with other broadcasting entities to advance the develop- 
ment of improved t^HF transmitters. Once this development phrase is completed. 



ERIC 



71 



which should Ih» hy tho end of 1077, mast existing pul>Iic television stations will 
have to upgrade their facilities. ^Th^ total cost of this iipjfrading, adjusted for«5» 
inflation, is exi)ected to he $ai njUllon- -or ahont one dollar for each of the 30* 
million people to whom effective ^{>veraffe will thus be extended. This will bring 
our total coverage in fact up to the 80 i^Tcent of the itopulation now servjed in 
theory, (Details of costs are contained in th^ Apt)endix to this statement,) 

Other crucial nsi>e<llfs of T'HF improvement, in home antennas and receivers 
for example, are not directly relattnl tX) the Facilities Act, But PBS Is making 
a nia^or effort in these areas as well, through regulatory and other processes, 
Vo give viewers the I'HF service they have every right to expect, 

2. Local Option {Vidvotapv Recorders), — Another asi)ect Of increasing the 
efliciency, flexibility, and respj^nsiveness of public television service which can 
be furthered by the Facilities Act is to ensure that every station in our develop- 
ing system has real loq^ «i)tions as to how best to put the resources offered by 
the national system to local use. The concept of a public television system based 
on local autcmoiuy and strength, as developed through the C*amegie Commission 
and enacted by the (\mgress in 1907, has been a iwramount concern to all pro- 
|K)nents of public broadcasting — both in government and out — and has been a 
major factor in many of the structural adjustnients the system has undergone. 
Indeed, it is in large jmrt this local character which has earned public broad- 
casting reiK)gniti(m as a unique and essential service. 

The concept of effe<*tive local options is fostered when a licensee has high- 
(juality progmniming available from diverge sources so that each station, having 
ascertaimnl the particular needs of its community, can program accordingly. 
The (»oncept is not complete, however, unless a station Is able to choose not only 
which programs to broadcast but also the times to broadcast them. 

In order to have true local options, staticms must have the capacity to record 
the programs they reecive on the national interconnection for airing according 
to local rather than national scheduling requirements, while maintaining such 
other normal station activities as at least minimum local production origination. 

For this kind of flexibility, a station requires at least four color videotape 
recorders and two color fllm islands (film projection systems). That means that 
the system at its present size requires an additional 263 videotape recorders, 
which will cost $28,4 million for purchase, installation, and spare parts. The 
system also requires 114 film islands which will wst $10.2 million for purchase, 
installation and spare parts, (For detailed cost breakdowns, see The PBS Far 
cilities Guidelines Report in the Api)endix,) 

The purpose of establishing local option as a major objective of the facilities 
program is to ensure that the system is in fact marked by diversity, responsive 
to the needs of local communities, and not a single, ct^ntralized entity capable 
(mly of serving majority wishes. • 

Increased Vapaoity for Community Programming {Production Equip- 
ment), — As we work toward improving the quality and extending the effective 
range of our signals, a>nd increasing a station's capacity for local scheduling 
options, we oantiot lose sight of the ultimate objective of the Public Broadcast- 
fng Act — which is, of course, to provide diverse and r(«?ponsive programming to 
the i)eople served by public television. This ultimate objective involves the local 
stations' ^Ifcacity to product i)rograin8 on a regular basis, both programs of 
strictly local interest and programs suitable for regional or national distribution. 

While national programming naturally has the highest visibility in any over- 
view of public television, the crucial element of each station's program service 
is the develoi>ment of the cajMibility to produce local programs to meet the 
special needs of the diverse members of its community. In many communities, 
indeed, a public television station provides the only local television service avail- 
able in that community. In others, the only substantial local program 'services 
comes fnmi the public television station. 

With the assistance of the Facilities Program since 1962, most public television 
stations now have at least minimal capability to produce local programs in 
color. But licensees in 40 communities are still without color origination capa- 
bility of any kind. In order to produce its own programs, a station needs a mini- 
mum of three color cameras. To achieve this minimum level of service, the sys- 
stem requires additional cameras, at a total cost of $14.1 millioi). including 
spare partsand installation. (For cost breakdown, see Appendix.) 

In order to provide the most meaningful local programming, it is necessary 
that each public television station be able to extend itself out into the commu- 
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nlty, lH»you(i the bouiuls of the studio, and to portray immunity events and 
reactions as they wcur. Without this oaiwoity, a station is unable to provide 
its viewers witli instant coverage of fawt-nioviug community affairs,. Being 
confined to studio pjrodiiction tends to create an "ivory tower" ambience; the 
artificiality and relative inacessibility of the studio setting makes it very dif- 
ficult, if not impossible to involve community groiiijs — and minority groups in 
particular — in loc'al programming. 

Recent te<»hnical advances have dramatically in(TeastHl the flexibility of broad- 
cast televitsion cameras, and de<*reased their cost, l<\>r the first time it is prac- 
tical to j>rovide even the smallest statiton with the caimbility to originate in 
color, and to do so from the community itself, VnKliiction need not be confined 
to the studio, nor is bulky, exi)ensive e(iiiipmeiit ne<*e8imry to achieve broadcast 
technical quality, i 

A handful of s>tiitions have e(iiiippe<l themselves with this new lightweight 
equiimient ; the response fnmi their viewers to the reuniting community pro- 
gramming has been enthusiastic. If olL stations that now fall short of the 
facilities guidelines of the PRS Engineering (\mnnitt;pe were to be equipped 
with compact, flexible origination facilities, public television's service to local 
audiences would improve dramatically. The cost to the system would be approxi- 
mately $24,8 million, (Again, cost breakdowns are included in the Appendix,) 

The twenty or so stations in the system who produce progfams for the national 
or for regional systems, have greater minimum needs to spstain simultaneously 
their kK'al and non-local production efforts. In order to assure their capability 
for this dual effort, these stations require an additional twenty-six color cameras, 
at a cost of $2,2 million ; twenty-one videotai>e retM)rders at $2,27 million; nlne^; 
color fllm inlands at $,S million; and 16 videotape cartridge machines at $4 
million, 

llnally, in order for stations to make use of this production equipment, they 
will have to acquire considerable support facilities, such as monitors, studio 
switching and signal distribution systems, Tlie system wide qost for these support 
facilities is $18 million. 

The total coat of all these factors, which in ^Combination assure at least a 
minimum (»ai>al)ility for community programming at aU existing stations. l« 
$60,2 million, • ' 
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B, Initiating full service for people outside even tJfe theoretidal reach of existing 
puhlic teleriftion stations. 

1, Initiating Seie l^errice.-~U it is* possible to accomplish in major degree the 
initial objective of bringing those people theoretically within reach of public 
television stations the full range of servic*e which public television can and 
sliould provide, the next step would be obvious: namely, to attempt to bring full 
public televisi(m services to communities which do not currenH:& receive any pub- 
lic television signal at all. Our analyses show that by expandMg into «ome 82 
conununities am^ areas of 180,000 or more p(H)ple. pul)lic television could increase 
its c<m»rage to roughly 90 i>ercent tof the American i)opulation. or an additional 
23 minion i^eople. This would mean a grand total of 185 millioid Americans served 
by public television. 

Of these 82 communities and areas, some 34 have already determined that 
tliey need and want a pul>lic television outlet, for funding under the flve-year 
prognim being considered. Of these plannwl stations. 12 are originating stations 
and 22 are repeaters. The costs of these stations, fully equipi)ed, will be $67,0 
million. Community support for tliese new stations has already been proven 
i>ecaiise for every Federal dollar requested, n on -Federal funds have already been 
raised, . ' " 

To achieve the goal of 00 i)ercent coverage, public television stations will have 
to be established in an additional 48 comuiunities and areas of 180,000 or more 
people. To reach the 00 percent goals, 17 of these will l>e originating stations 
and 31 will be rei)eaters. The costs of setting up these yet unplanned stations 
will !)e $112,;! million. The total cost of serving these additional 23 million peo- 
ple, which must be anticir>ate<l in the five-year continuation, will be $180,3'mil- 
lion. 

In considering expansion of the existing system, we take as our guiding 
principle that puhlic television should be available to everyone in the United 
States who wants it. Once members of a c()mmunity determine that the general 
(-onmiunity population is genuinely interested in bringing in public television, 
the benefits of the facilities program should be available to that community. 
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However, because the number people who would be reached by new stations 
is substantially (smaller than the number to l>e reached by up^ading existing 
stations, l>ecause creating new stations is substantially more expensive than up- 
grading existing ones, and because of the imbedded investment in staff and 
facilities at existing stations, we would accord the higher priority to makihg 
existing sigiiaLs more available to more people— according to the steps ooitlined 

above. ^ ^, 

2. Crvaiive /ema reft. —Even with the crejition of these new stations, there 
will remain n)ughly 10 i^ercent of the population who— because of population 
patterns— simply cannot be served cost effectively by traditional over-the-air fa- 
cilities. These people should be ser\-ed if they wish to be served, and k is our 
collective obligation to conduct the creative research necessary to determine how 
best this can be done. Public broadcasting is currently researching new 
technologies for serving sparsely-iwpulated areas. Similar research is going 
forward by others in the communications field. 

Serving these scattered populations is an obligation that cannot be Ignored. 
In terms of cost-effe<'tive, achievable objectives for the next five years, however, 
we must recommend that this aspect of the overall program be accorded a less 
argent priority. 

III. DEM0N8TBATI0X PROJECTS 

Thedast section of H.R. 4r)64 provides an authorization for the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to dedicate an unspecifiwl portion of the facili- 
ties funds for the development of new technologies. Clearly, public telev^on 
has an obligation to determine how it can reach all Americans with gr^test 
effectiveness. Insofar as that obligation relates to the rural populations that 
comprise the unserved 10 percent, people that should one day be served, new 
technologies may be the crucial link. But these same new technologies, in all 
likelihood, will be important for services other than public television. To cite 
but one example, they may increase the effectiveness of the delivery of health 
services to remote and dispersed populations. 

Thus, we wholeheartedly support a federally-financed program for communica- 
tions demonstration projects. At the same time, and particularly in the first 
' . phase of long-range funding, we belie_ve that the Facilities Act should remain 
exclusively a facilities act— that js, a companion to the Public Broadcasting 
Act which provides an incentive through matching grants for the purchase 
of the facilities needed to fulfill the objectives of a nationwide public broad- 
casting system. We do^iiot believe that the Facilities Act should now shift its 
foctis to R&U for general communications resources, as advocated by D/HEW. 
The first-priority objective of developing adequate public broadcasting facili- 
ties to «erve the substantial majority of Americans is by no means complete. 
Thus we recommend that the demonstrations swtion be deleted from this Act. 

This is not to say that it is inappropriate for D/HEW, or any other agency 
of the Federal Government, to fund research and demonstration projects in the 
communications area. Quite the contrary, we KUpiM)rt such efforts. And we 
believe that it is a continuing responsibility of public broadcasting as well. 
We have made and are making significant progress in several developmental areas, 
such as captioning for the deaf, improved television sound, and satellite dis- 
tribution. However, in view of public broadcasting's unmet needs — and thus 
also its unfulfilled service objectives— we l>elieve that the l^cilities Act should 
continue to be focused on the particular responsibilities and service capabilities, 
of public broadcasting. • 

Furthermore, there is a question about the wisdom of now shifting the priori- 
ties of the Facilities Act to ar^as that promise little short- or medium-range 
' benefit to the greater number of currently unserved people. Our objective is to 
serve aK-pffectirely as possible and as quickly as iwssible as much of the popula- 
tion as possible with facilities requiring no extensive R&T) that can be put 
to effective and immediate use. We believe the priorities we have recommended 
will bring us closer to these objectives. In sum, notwithstanding the long term 
benefits and the clear appropriateness of exploring new communications technol- 
ogies to ensure wider and more effective public service in the future, we believe 
it is inappropriate to tie into public broadcasting legislation this section on 
research, development, and demonstration projects. These should stand on their 
own and be separately and adequately funded. ^ 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS 

The total projected cost ^tn meet our facilities objectives is $316,1 million— 
with 75 percent, or $237 million, to be funded through the Facilities Act over 
the next five years. Presently there are one-hundred and four television facni- 
ties applications on hand at D/HE5W, amounting to $54 million in total project 
costs. (A complete list of these applicants is attached/') These projects reflect 
strong local commitments for both present and future support funds. 

We estimate that approximately $10 million of remaining FY 75 facilities 
funds will be expended in response to an unspecified number of these currently 
pending proposals. This means that our projected needs for $237 million may be 
reduced by $10 million. 

Obviously, to meet simultaneously all the objectives we have set forth would 
require not only funds but also the development of manufacturing capacity in 
the organizations which produce the equipment Moreover, selecting simply oH^& 
priority and devoting all facilitiwt, money to that one \yould not be the appro- 
priate methodology for developing the system as a coherent whole'. 

Therefore, consistent with the priorities we have given to the various objectives 
and with our judgment as to the costs and benefits of expenditures in each of the 
areas, we propose that the Congress authorize and appropriate public televi- * 
sion facilities grants according to the following schedule : 

Fiscal year 1976 : $60 million, ' n 

Fiscal year 1977 : $45 million, ^ ^ • - ^ 

Fiscal year 1978 : $54 million. 

Fiscal year 1979 : $40 Million, 

Fiscal year 1980 : $38 million. 
We further propose that D/HEW allocate these funds according to the fol- 
lowing priorities : 

1. Increasing the efficiency, flexibility, and responsiveness of existing station 
services, through the upgrading of transmitters and the* acquisition of such equip- 
ment as videotape recorders and flexible production facilities, 

2. Initiating full services for those persons outside even the theoretical reach 
of public television, by constructing new stations. 

The Subcommittee i^vill note that these cost estimates are revised rather sharply 
downward from the facilities needs cost estimates in the 1973 Report of the 
Task-Force on the Long-Range Funding of PuUic Broadcasting, Part of the 
reason is the increasing a^'ailability of relatively intensive e<5uipment; part 
IS our more (conservative estimates of needs in ligWTof what w perceive as 
economically feasible; and part, of course, is that the Task Fo^e figures iJf 
eluded projections of radio needs, whereas this statement is limited to public 
television. ^ 

We would again underscore tiiat the methodology and the program \vW have 
outlined for achieving our objectives are patterns derived from an overview 
of all public television stations, and should he treated accordingly. The needs of 
any particular station may vary considerably from the overall pattern— one 
station may already have a full complement of local production equipment, 
another may have to start from scratch— while remaining wholly consistent with 
our common objectives. 

To sum up, we offer this as a realistic and achievable program. It is soundly 
based in demonstrated needs. And it holds the promise, in five years, of develop- 
ing our public television system to the point where it can truly deliver the potential 
envisaged in the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967— a nationwide system of public 
television marked by excellence,vdiversity, and service to the local community. 



* Tho liHt may he f(xiind -in the committee nies. 
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UHF IMPROVEMENT 



76 


77 


78 


79 


80 


TC 


)TAL 


1 


$ 


« 


$ 


« 


$ 




$ 


1 


$. 


# 




20 


12.0 


20 


10,0 


10 


5.0 


4 


2,0 


4 


2,0 


53 


31,0 



I = stations affected * 26 + Inflation =31,0 

$ = Millions of Dollars 



VIDEO TAPE MACHINES 



> 



76 


77 




8 


79 


80 


TOTAL 


« 


$ 


# 


$ 


1 


$ 




$ 




$ 






. 75. 


8.25 


75 


8.25 


50 




50 


6-0 . 


, 34 . 


2 .17 


28,4 


30.67 



% «= Number of machines • 
$ = Millions of Dollars 

Figures include 263 immediate need and 37 anticipated needed 
machines for stations "in process of activation. Figures also 
include inflaticn factor after* third year. 



SIXJDIO COLOR PRODUCTION UT^GRADINR 



Fiscal Year 


76 


77 


78 


79 






VT, 


Catoqory 


L 


? 


a 


? 


If 


$ 




$ 






$ 


Color Cameras 


75 


5.25 


75 


5.25 


50 


3.5 


33 


2.21 




0 


233 


16,3 


Video Cart Mach. 


10 


2,0 


5 


1,0 


5 


1.0 


0 


0 




0 


20 


4.0 


Film Chains 


47 


4.2 


30 


2.75 


16 


1-5 


13 


1.4 


8 


I'lfi 


114 


11,0 


roch Support 


* 


81,0 


* 


6.0 


* 


2.0 


* 


2.0 


0 


0 


* 


18, 0_ 


rotals 


// 
// 


15 


/// 


■ 

15 


//i 


' 8 


// 
// 


7 


// 
// 




7// 


49.3 



* Tech Support Equipment consists of many small elements which will vary 
from inKtallation to installation (such as monitorinq test and 
sighal distribution equipments) . ^ 



ERIC 



76 



- 2 - 



NEW SEKTKN OOSTS (Bquipnent only - No Building or Support material^ 



Stxdio & related equipment 
Trananitter plant (or Repeater) 
Ibtal 



1.293 
1.422 
2,715 



million 
million 
million 



Studio cx>sts confonn to guideline figures. Transnitter plant cx)st includes 
10% rise to ooropensate for 251 increase in tower costs which occured during 
the past year. As the requested federal funds will not becofne available until 
FY •76, the increase seaned appropriate. It is expected that studio and related 
equipnent costs will not increase nore than 5% per year for the next 5 years, 
however, steel tower and better UHF transmitters will raise transmitter plants " 
to increase at a 10% rate at first and 5% later. 



Studio 


1.293 + 5% 


1.348 + 5% 


1.426 + 5% 


1.497 + 5ft 


1.572 


Transmitter 


1.422 + 10% 


1.564 + 10% 


1.721 + 5% 


1.507 + 5% 


1.897 


'Dotal 


2.715 


2.922 


3.147 


3.304 


• 3.469 



Price information for the basic figures, (not aocckmting for inflation) were frcm 
"minimpm Facility levels for Public Television Stations-Guidelines and Reccnrendations" , 
PBS Eiigineering and technical Operations Report E-7401, an-l. Produced in coordination 
with the PBS Engineering Comiitttee- (members listed) . / 

Individual item cost were taken fran manufacturer, list prices and adjustments 
TOde as the result of recerit purchases and the considered opinions of the PBS Engineering 
Comiittee. 



NUMBER OF PLANNED AND NEEDED FAdLITIES 



FY 


76 


77 


78 


79 


80 






Facility 


R 


OS 


R 


OS 


R 


OS* 


R 


OS 


R 


OS 


R 


OS 


TOTAL 


Planned 


10 


8 


-,7 


1 


5 


3 • 


0 


ol 


0 


0 


22 


12 




Needed 


0 


0 


1 


1 


7 


5 ' 


12 


5 


11 


6 


31 


17 


48 


"Sub' Total 


10 


8 


8 


2 


12 


8 


12 


5 


11 


6 


53 


29 


82 


Total 


18 


10 


20 


17 


17 


8; 







R = Repeater Station * Transmitter only 
OS = Origination Station with Studio 
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FY 


76 


77 


78 


79 


80 


■FTTAL 


Facility 


R 


, OS 


R 


OS 


R 


OS 


R 


OS 


R 


OS 


R 


OS 


TOTAL 


Planned 


14.22 


21.72 


10.95 


2.92 


8,61 


9.44 


0 


0 


0 


n 


33. 7n 


34.08 


67.86 


34 


Needed 


0 


0 


1,56 


2.92 


12.05 


1S7^ 


21. 8r^ 


16.62 


20.87 


20.01 


56.34 


56.09 


112.43 


48 


Sub Total 


14.22 


21.72 


12.51 


5,84 


20.66 


2518 


21.36 


16.62 


20.87 


20.81 


90.12 


90.17 


180.29 


82 


, Total 


35.94 


18.35 


45.84 


38 


.48 


41 


68 


180.29 







Figures are in Millions of Dollars 



78 



4 - 





76 


4 77 


78 


79 * 


80 


THTAL 


JHF IMPRO/EMEOT 


12.00 


10,00 


5,00 


2,00 


2.00 


31.00 


m. MACHINES 


8,25^* 


8,25 


6,0 


6.0 


2.17 


30.67 


STUDIO IMPROVH^ENT 


15.00 


15.00 


8,00 


7,00 


4.30 


49,30^ 


SLEETTRONIC JOURNALISM 


8.53 


8,53 


6,51 


0.62 


0,62 


24,81 


TO ST^TICfNS 


35.94 


18.35 


45,84 


38,48 


41.68 


180,29 


DOOMS 


79.72 


60.13 


71,35 


54,10 


50,77 


316.07 



Fed : 



re 75% 



60 



45 



54 



40 



237 



Studio Iniprovaivent irclude: Film Chains, video cart nachines, color production cameras 
and technical support (see separate list) 
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Public Televioion Station Facilitieo 



The PBS Engineering Conmiittee* has developed a set of 
recommended Guidelines for the technical facilities comple- 
ment for various categories of public television stations 
which would make them comparable on the average to other 
stations in the community with regard to radiated power, 
production capability and technical quality. 

The price of these facilities, including support equipment 
and installation, has been estimated. A detailed cost l>reak- 
down is attached. 

The Committee has examined the technical facilities inventory 
of each station and compared it with the faci^litiea^ complement 
in the Guidelines. Where the inventory fall/ short of the 
Guidelines, the cost to increase the "facilitres to the Guide- 
line level has been estimated. 



♦Membership list attached. 



Giildolines for Public Tolovision Station Facilit it\^-. 



bv(>r- t li()-Ai r Trawfcmission 

The radiated power of public broadcasting stations (Originating, 
Sister, and Repeater) must produce a. signal strength that will 
result ip television reception in the home and school comparable 
to reception from other stations in the community. 

To achieve this in the average location^ maximum authorized 
radiated powgr is necessary for VHF and a minimum of approxi- 
mately 2 megawatt's is necessary for UHF .1/ In the case of UHF, 
the 2 megawatts effective radiated power should be achieved with 
a low to medium gain antenna of 20 Jto 30 and a transmitter output 
power of at least 60 kilowatts and perferably 110 kilowatts. 

The transmitting tower should be collocated with other broad- 
cast towers in the community and at maximum allowable height, 
subject to local conditions. 

Departures from these guidelines should be accompanied by an 
engineering study. 

There should be parallel transmitters and an Emergency power 
generator capable of operatincr at least one of the transmitters, 

6 

The transmitters should be remotely controlled. Automated 
transmitters may prove practical in the next year or two in 
which cas^e they would be recommended. 

The transmitter shall be color capable. 

carrier- off-set is encouraged. 



Precision 



1/ The minimum of 2 megawatts is recommended, rather than, the 
maximum authorized power of 5 megawatts, because of the high 
operating cost of utility company power. Several manufac- 
turers a,re working on the. improvement of OHF transmitter 
efficiency. If the efficiency were improved, for example 
by 50 percent, the effective radiated power should be 
increased accjordingly . ** 
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Suiwnary of Equipment Needed for Public 
Television Stations to ^bieve Guideline Levels 



:o ^l^e 



The funds needed to bring public television stations presently 
in existence up to recommended guideline levels are approxi- 
mately $127,1 million. A breakdown of where these funds are 
needed begins on page 5. ^ 

At present there are 248 transmitters and 152 stations which 
originate programming. The difference is primarily due to a 
number of state systems with multiple transmitters carrying 
the programming from the main state center. This study includes 
all 248 transmitters and 152 'originating stations. 

For purpose of establishing^ technical facilities guidelines, 
stations have been ar^ranged iif the following categories: 

Class A - 98 stations 

3000 hours of broadcast time per year 
312 hours of original programs produced during 
the year, including ITV 

Class B - 34 stations 

3900 hours of broadcast time per year 
416 hours of original programs produced 
during the year, including ITV 

Class C - 16 stations 

4900 hours of broadcast time per year 
624 hours of original programs produced 
during the year, including ITV 

Class D - 4 stations 

^ 5500 hours of broadcast time per year 

832 hours of original programs produced ^ 
during the year, including ITV 

Total originating stations A, B, C & D = 152 

Sister stations - 9 
Satellite transmitters = 87 

248 

-4. 
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Additional facilities needs broken down as follov/s: 



High Band Color Videotape Recorders 
(recoiranended minimum: 4) ^ 



Nmnber VTRs 
of Stations Needed 



28 


0 


19 


19 


39 


78 


- 18 : 


54 


28 


112 


132 


263 




21 



A and B class stations with A or more HBC-VTR 

2 
1 



Additional HBC-VTR to bring C and D Stations 
to minimum 

Total VTRs 



284 VTRs @ $90,000 = $25.56 million ' " - 

Installation and spare parts-284 x $18,000 = $5 ,112 million 
Total installed cost for VTRs ^ $30,672 million ^^5^ 



Broadcast Quality Studio Col or Cameras 
(recommended minimum: 3) 



284 



Number Cameras 
of Stations Needed 

A and B' class stations with 3 or more color 54 0 
cameras • 

2, - 30 30 

* 1 3 „ 6 

0 _44 132_ 

^ ' 131 168 

Additional cametas for C and D stations 26 

^ ^ Total Cameras 194^ 

194 color cameras @ $70,000 = $13,58 jnillion 

Installation and ^are parts 194 x $14,000 = $2,716 million 

Total installed cost for c<51or cameras = $16,296 million 
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Color Film Islands 
(Recommended, minimum: 2) 

Each film island to include: 
one color telecine camera 
two 16 nun projectors 
one slide projector 



A and B stations with 2 or more 
1 
0 



Additional ^Film Islands for Class C and D 
stations 

' « Total Film Islands 



Film 

^umbe r I s lands 
of^ stations Needed 



44 


0 


62 


62 


26 


52 


132 


114 




9 




123 



123 Film Islands @ $75,000 = $9,225 million 

Installation and spare parts 123 x 15,000 - $1.845^ million 

Total installed costs. for color film islands = $11.07 million 



Over-the-Air TransmissidQ) ^ 

In addition 48 of the Class A and B stations need effective 
radiated power and/or antenna height increases for a total 
o£ $23,717 million. 



Studios 



Studio expansion and upgrading of peripheral equipment through- 
out 132 A and B stations with available data comes to $20,158 
million. . ' 
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Funds Distribution for 132 Class A arid B Stations 



263 Videotape Recorders 
168 Studio Color Cameras 
114 color Film Cameras 
48 Po\'/er and/or Antenna Height Increases 
Studio Expansion and Modernizing 

FUNDS NEEDED 



$28,404 
14.112 
10.26 
23.717 
^0.185 



$96,678 million 



Additional Equipment Funds Needed for 9 Sister 
Ftctions 



2 . 22 million 



Additionaj. Equipment Funds for State, Regional 

and National Production Centers (16 C and 4 D) =20 



21 Videotape recorders 

26 Studio Color Camei^as — 

9 Color Film Cameras ^ 
20 /Quad video cartridge machines 
11 Mini-motes 

5 Grade C r-emote vans 

2 Grade D remote vans 

Total Equipment Needs 

Power |ind/or Antenna Height 

Increases for C and D Stations 



$ 2.268 
2.184 
.810 
4.000 
3.168 
4.048 
2.248 

18.726 



2.360 



Studio Expansion and Upgrading© 
of Peripheral Equipment for 
C and D Stations 



7-122 



TOTAL NEEDED FOR C AND D STATIONS 



28.208 million 



Total Funds to Bring Public Television 
Into Parity with the Industry 



-7- 
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ENGINEERING COMMITTEE 



ACaitftfANTPlA^^ VtfST SW WSKHGtUNDC 20024 



February 5, "^1974 MEMBERSHIP 



Daniel R. Wells, C). airman 
Director of Engineering and 



Technical Operations 
PBS ' 
4,j95 L' Enfant Plaza West, s.W, 
WQshingtbn, D. C. 20024 



(202) 488-5110 



f 



Andy Anderson 
Director of Engineering 
. Rocky Mountain Public 
Broadcasting Network 
Suite 300B 
Diamond Hill 
2480 West 26th Ave'nue 

Denver, Colorado 80211 (303) 477-0423 

Evert Anderson 
Director of Engineering 
KCET-TV 

4400 Sunset Drive 

LOS Angeles, California 90027 (2.13) 666-6500 

John E. D. Ball 

Manager of Transmission Engineering 
PBS ■ 

485 L'Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20024 (202) 488-5115 

Edward Graham 
Chief Engineer 
WGTV 

Center for Continuing Education 
University of Georgia 

Athens, Georgia 30601 (404) 542-1931 

King Harrison 

Director of Engineering 

WETA 

3620 27th Street, South 

Arlington, Virginia 22206 (703) 820-4500 



-8- 



89 




ENGINEERING GOMMITTEE 



Thomas B, Keller 
Director of Engineering 
WGBH-TV 

125 Western Avenue 

Boston, Massachusetts 02134 

Robert D. McCormick 
Senior Project Engineer . 
PBS 

485 L'Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20024 

Larry Messenger 
Director of Engineering 
Pennsylvania Public Television 

Network , 
169 West Chocolate Avenue 
Herahey, Pennsylvania 17033 
r 

Forrest L. Morris 
Director of Engineering 
Mississippi Authority for ETV 
p. o. Drawer 1101 
3825 Ridgewood Road 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 

Gerald Plenunons 
Director of Engineering 
KQED 

1011 Bryant Street 

San Francisco, California 94103 

Frederick M. Remley, Jr. 

Technical Director 

University of Michigan TV Center 

400 South Fourth* Street 

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48103 

DACS : WUOM-R 



(617) 868-3800 



(202) 488-5121 



(717) 533-2157. 



(601) 982-6565 



(415) 864-2000 



(313) 764-8248 
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^P^to ENGINEERING COMMITTEE 

wJBLIC 

Bl50DCASTNG 
SERVICE 



*ti{lNfANJnMA \N(%lS.\N WASHNGIOI^ DC »024 



Donald D, Saveraid 
Director of Engineering 
State Educational Radio and 

TV Facility Board 
P. O. Box 1758 ^ 
Des Moines, Iowa 50306 (515) 280-1120 

Ronald J, Valley 
Chief Engineer 
KSPS-TV 

South 3911 Regal Street 

Spokane, Washington 99203 (509) 455-3790" 

N. W, willett 
Chief Engineer 
KLRN-TV 

V, O, Box 7158 

Austin, Texas 78712 (512) 471-1631 

John wilner 

Director of Engineering 

New Jersey Public Broadcasting Authority 
15 73 Parks ide Avenue 

Trenton, Nev/ Jersey 08638 (609) 882-5252 « 

Ray woods 
Chief Engineer 
WUCM-TV ^ * 

Delta College, University Center (517) 686-0400 

Bay City, Michigan 48710 



Non-Membera Participating 

Merle Thomas, PBS 
Bill Spencer, >BS 
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Rationale for Equipment Types Recommended in the 
Public Television Stations Facilities Guidelines 



VIDEOTAPE - HIGH BAND COLOR QUAD vs HELICAL SCAN 

The high band color quadruplex format is recommended for the 
following reasons: 

1 . Quad is now the accepted industry standard world-wide with 
over 90% of all television broadcast operations using this 
format for video recording. In contrast, there are no 
standards at this time among manufacturers for a helical 
format that would enable interchange among broadcasters 

in the USA. 

2. Another factor in the choice between quadruplex and heli- 
cal in the past has been tape stock cost , With recent 
models of quadruplex tape machines the 7H IPS recording 
speed is practical for stations that record and play, back 
first generation tapes for their owri use, Thus the dif- ^ 
ferences in tape cost can be less of a factor in the 
decision between formats , 

3. Hardware costs for helical equipment suitable for pro- 
ducing edited program master recordings are approximately 
equal to the cost for high band color quad equipment with 
such capabilities for the same performance level, 

4. Machine operating costs have been basically tied to head- 
wheel life in the past. New technology in pole tip, mate- 
rials, tape surfaces and modern recording techniques have 
substantially increased the useful life of quadruplex 
videoheads to the point where the cost of operating quad 
videotape machines is within the reach of the smaller 
station and shoul^ no longer be a major factor in the 
choice between quadruplex and helical, 

.... 

5. PBS operating requirements as a program distribution facil 
ity necessitate program input from member stations as pro- 
ducing agencies. This program interchange is greatly 
facilitated by all stations using the same standardized 
format . 
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BROADCAST QUALITY STUDIO COLOR TELEVISION CAMERAS 
$70,000 V3 $30,000 VARIETY 

The $70,000 quality range was chosen for the following reasons 

1. The $70,000 figure represents a complete camera chain 
including pick-up tubes, monitoring, zoom lens and ped- 
estal, mount for the camera. The average $30,000 variety 
has most of these ancillary components as extras. 

2. The $70,000 cameras generally use the 30 mm lead oxide 
pick-up tube which has been in service for about 10 
years and has virtually^ all the bug% worked out of its 
manufacture. Also, the manufacture of yokes and optics 
for this type of camera has reached a high degree of 
quality and reliability. This is not necessarily the 
case with the $30^^000 cameras which generally use the 
25.4 mm lead oxide tube, in some cases mixed with vidi- 
con or silicon diode tubes. Experience has already 
shown, in the three years these cameras have been on 
the market, that their yoke and optics quality and 
reliability leave something to be desired. ^ 

V 

^3. It may be thought that a more sophisticated camera is 
harder to operate and maintain for the smaller station 
with limited expertise and persbnnel, . but the reverse 
is true. The more sophisticated camera has many auto- 
matic cjTrcuits that electronically control certain func- 
tions which have to be done manually on the inexpensive 
ones, requiring a high levQl of operating expertise to 
produce comparable quality pictures. Experience has also 
shown that the more sophisticated camera has a higher de- 
gree of reliability and "st;^bility than the lesser variety 
and presents less af a maintenance load to the smaller 
station. 

4. The inherent increase in quality with the more sophisti- 
cated camera ialso gives the process of distribution and 
duplication of the programs made with it a better chance 
of success in the Station Program Cooperative. 
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BROADCAST QUAJ^ITY TELECINE EQUIPMENT vs c q^ROMISE CONVERSIONS 

(One color television camera, one multiplexer, two 1^ rpn pro- 
jectors with Magnetic sound, and one 35 p|m slide projector) 

The full broadcast quality telecine cKain is recommended for the 
following reasons: , ^' , 

1. The* camera itself should be one designed for telecine use and 
not a studio camera adapted',to telecine use. The« general 
electrical and mechanical stability is superior to the con- 
version, making maintenance and set-up more ' convenient. Also, 

.as is the caJe with studio cameras, yokes and optics designed , 
for this specific use are inherently more reliable than a 
comijromise situation. Most modern ^film camels also use the , 
same major electronic components as their studio coun^tferparts , 
thus simplifying interchan^eability and operator training. 

2. A projector designed for television is inherently more re- 
liable and rugged in thi3 application than a conventional 

• audjo-visual type with a converted shutter. ' This is borne, 
out by many cases of poor performance and high mainte^nance , 
. 4%"^' costs where these pompromises were tried. >^ 
^M' _ * 

3. " The reqvfireipent for magnetic sound reproduction is necessary 

for local origination of magnetically striped film, which is 
the accepted industry stan&ard for news and interview type 
film production- The guidelines also have- a minimum of two 
single system mag-sound i6 mm cameras, so it is necessary 
to have the projectors capa^e of playing th^ film shot with 
^ these cameras,/ ' . ' ^ ^ 

4 The 35 mm slide projector can be of several different types 
ivhich are no<v generally available. All hold 2x2 inch mounts 
of 35 mm film or 126 instamatic slides which are gener^ly 
the only tx^o formats used for telecine. The difference be- 
tween a type made for television and a converted A'A model 
are tuilt-in spare lamp, flat ifeeld optics, a ra^id change 
J between slides with no blank period, and full remote con- 

trol capabilities. A few. conversions c^n hava rudimentary ' 
remote control and flat field optics fi\ited, but again quality 
\ and reUability over the ^long term may not j^astify the ap- 

* parent savings. • . ^ * 
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PTV station Color Production Faciliti es Cost Summary 

: 3 ' ' 



A Facility 

Studio ♦(Al). 
VT - Tfc (A2)' » , 
MC (A2) 
' EC (A3) 

Test Eq (A3) ' 
^ Term Area Cons Costs (A3) 
Film Production (a4). 

Total A Facility 

B Facility ■ , 



716;750 
627,050 
70,250 
44,000 
30.000 
100,000 
25,^50 

$1,613,800 



A Facility 
Mini Mote (Bl) 

Total ^ Facility 



1,613.800 
288^, 4aO 

$1,902, 200 



C Facility 



Remote Unit (Cl) 

Stud*io' (C2) 

VT ~ TC (C:3) 

MC .(C3) • 

EC (C4) ' 

Test Equip (C4) 

Term Area Cons Costs 

Film Production (C5) 

*2000 Sq. Ft, Studio 

Mini Mote ■ 



809,550 
908; 250 • 
1,571,100 
173,500 
^00,000 
45,000 
150,000 
149,750 
716,750 
288,400 



Total C Facility 



•'$5,312,300 



D ^ Facili-^y 

Remote Unit (0,1) 
Studio (D2) 
VT - TC (D3) . 
• MC' (D3) 
EC (D4) 

Test Equip (D4) 
Term Area Cons Costs (i54). 
Film Productign (D5) 
2000 Sq. Ft, Studio 
6000 -Sq. Ft. Studio 



1,023,550^ 
1,684,500 
'2,055.625 
1-77,7.50 
698.000 
60,000 
250,000 
184,750 
716,750 
908/250'* 



-14- 



93. 



' Mini Mote ' ^ , 288,400 

Total D Facility - . ' $8,047,575 

J Sister Station Origination * 

'■ " Add (El) to A,. B, C^or D 

as applicable . $' '3^6*025 

• • • . • ■ / 



\ 
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Basic Sbation - Category A • 

Studio (2000 sq. ft., 3 cameras) ■ ^ ^ ' *" " 

^ Stacfe and Control Room Tech. Equip. 

3 Cameras @ 70,000 $210,000 

1 Studio switcher® 30,000 30,000 

12 B & W, monitors @ 500 ^,'000 

^ 2 Color monitors @ 3 500 '7, '000 

1 Xudio console @ 5000 5% 000 
Audio accessories. Control Room . ' 

, Cjartridge - Redl to reel 10,000 
Au<|io accessories, studio floor ^ 

LS, Mies, Booms, etc. 5,000' 

Video Cont^^ & Routing' 

Z Color monitor ' V * 7,000 

2 Waveform monitors ^ 3,750 



» 1 Matrix switcher ^(parV-of stuca^o) ' 500 ^ 

$284,250 

Spare parts {10?0 ' ' 30,000 



Installation * ^ 30,000 

Stage . /, 

Lighting equipment • ' 60,000 /' " 

Cyclorama ' ^ 12,500 • • 

K Air cond.. Heating, Architectural 220,000 

292,500 



Support Areas 4000' sq. ft. @ 20 ft. 



$716,750 



C 



7l6^ 
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A2 



VT . & TC 



4 VTR 90, 000, y ' $360,000 

iTC@«75.00o' * . , 150,000 

2 Vector sfcopes @ 3r, 0''25 ' ' - ^ 6,0S(^ 

^olor monitors @ 3', 500 ' 7,000 



Sparfe pa^s (10%) . ^ , 

Installation. {ICT/o) * ' ^ ^ ^ 

MC * 

.1 MC switcher 'A/V " * i 15,000* 

2 Color monitors @**3 500 7,000 

^ 8 B & W^mon-itors @ 500 *4,009 

1 Vectoi;scC)pe '3,025 

2 Waveform monitors @ 187 5- 3.750 

1 Console * ' 500 

o 

Transmitter Monitoring ^ 

l\precision demod . 10,000 
1 Frequency - modulation monitor 5,500 

^ SlWS generator 4,100 

^1 C^lor monitor •* 3,500 

l^^W^veform monitor • 1, 875 



Installaticin (10%) 
Spare parts (l0?i) 
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A3 



' Equipment genter >. > 

i * ^ 

1 Pulse system 
1 'Interphone system * 
'■1 Intercom 'system 
. 1 Terminal equipment * . 

A/V amps, processors 
Patch bays, racks 
Character generator - 

Installation (10%) 

Spar^ Parts ^(10%) / 

Test Equipment 

Te^m Area Bui%2ing Costs'' 
Term Area Electrical Costs 
Term Area A/C - Heat Costs 



$7,5 00 
500 ^ 
3,000 ' 
•15,000» 



7,^00 



2000 dikj. ^t. @ 50 



? 33,000 
4,000 
' "^,000 
30, 000 

100,000 
$171,000 



A4 



Film Production 



•2 16 mm single" system Mag . 

,@ *12, 000 1200 ft, reels 

^ Ecjiting equipment' „ • 

||1 35 mm still camera and . 
accessories 



$24,000 



1,000 
» 

^ 750 



$•25,750 



.s. 
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standard Statiort - Category B ' . 

(Same as- category, A, pluS'mini mofce) ' . 



Mii>l Mote , ' ^ ' 
^ 2 Cameras Sii 74,000 
1 VTR • ' 
<perrainal .Equipment 
Audio '& Communications 



Van, Generator, Air Cond , Hoist** 



Test^ Equipment 



Spare Parts (10%) 



$148,000 
65,000 
' 11,000 
2,400 
34,(500 
2,000 



$262,400 



26,000 
'$288,H00 \ 



100 



CI 



state or Regional -"'"'Catjegory C 



Remote Unit 



4 Cameras @ 70,000 
1 Video switcher 

1 Audio console and aux, equip. 
Communications 

4 Color monitors''® 3500 

2 Vectorscopes @ 3025 
Mi crowa ve equ ipment 

1 Truck w/air cond., winch, etc* 

1 AC generator ^ 

1 Ruhis^ium frequency standard 

1 Pulse system \ 
Test equipment /s ^ 
Camera and power cables 

2 Video tape recorders @ 90,000 
Test and check put 



$280,000 
45,00.6 
60,000 
10,000 
14.000 

6,050 
16,00CJ 
65,0,00 
10,000 

7,500 
10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
180,000 

5,000 

7,000 




Spare parts (10%) 
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a studi08 (1 studij) 2000 'sq. ft., 1 studio 4000 sq. ft.) 
Second Studio (400 0 sa. ft.) * * 

stage and Cpntrol P ^rtm Tech. Equip, 

; 1 studio switcher ?50,000 

a 2 color monitors @ 3500 '3'non 

.12 B. & W monitors @ 500 ^ -,n'nnn - 

^ 1 Audio console 36 x 8 . ./ 15 000 ' 

* CIl accessories in'nnn 

Studio rfccessories^^ . ^ ^ ' j 

- 1 16 track record/playback w/Dolby ^ 30,000 

i ■ ^ , 1 10 , 000 

J Interlock — ^ $198,000 

f -0 video Control & Routing « 

2 color monitors • ^ 3*750 

2 Waveform monitors * ^ . ^ 'cnn 

Match SWT section of st. swr, / 500 

• ^ . ■ '" 

spate parts (10%) Technic A 
' 'installation (1054) Technical 21,000 
stage ^ . 

Lighting equipihent $25 sq. fte. ^ ^J^S'oOO' 

Cyclorama ' ' 

- * AirCond., Heat 4000 sq, ft. -J 440,000 

Buildirig costs @ 110/ sq. ft. / . 557, doo' 



11,250 
21,*000 



100.*D00 
$908,250 



Su|>port areas, 5000 sq, ft. @ 20- sq. ft. . . 

■ ' - . *' 

, . / »v -I \ *• $716,750 

2000 sq*. ft, ^tudicP (see A-1) , •? + » 
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C3 



4 VTR @ 140, 000 
' 3 VTR @ 90, 000 ^ » 

3 TC @ 7 5 , 000 ' \ 

4 VefctorScopes '@ 3025 

4 Color 'monitors @ 3500 
1 Cartridge VTR 

Double System SounV2 Equipment ^ 



S^are^ parts (10%) 
Installation (10%)' 



1 Automation System 

Sp^re parts (10%)* 
Installation (10%) 



$560,000 
270;00b 
^^22.5,000 
* 12,100 - 
14,006^ 
200,000" 
30,000 



1 MC switcher h/V 

2 edlor ^monitors @ 3 500 
12 B\& W monitors @ 500. 

1 Vectorscope st ^ 

2 Wavefo^rm monitors ^@ 1875 
1 Console V 

Transmitter Monitoring 

1 .Precision demod 

1 Frequency - modulation monitor 

1 VlTS generator 

1 Color monitor y' 

1 Waveform monitor * 



18,000 
7,000 
6,000 
3,025 
3,750 
750 



-10,000 

5,500 

4,100 ^' 
, 3,500 t 

r,875 

80,000 ^ 



$1,311,1^0 

130,000 

130,000 
$1,571,100 



143,500 

15,000 

15,000 
$173,500 
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C4 



Eauipmerft Center ' ^ 



1 Pulse system ^ , 

!• Interphone system 

1 Intercom system 

1 Terminal ^'quipment ^ ' • 
A/V amps, proces^rs 
Patch B^3, racks ' / 

l*Routing switcher 30 x 40 W 

1. Charaoter 'generator / 

1 Programmed Video editing 

system « 

1 Rubidium frequency standard 

1 character generator 



. InstalJ."ation (10%) 
Spar^ Parts (10%) 
^est Equipment (additional) 



Term Area Building Costs 
Term, Area Electric Costs, 
Term Area A/C, Heat Costs 



$50,Q0q 
2, 500 
3^000. 
30,000 



96,000 
45,000 
175,000 

7,500 
^ 7,000 



/ 



3000 sq. ft. 



$50^ 



•$416,Ct00 
42,000 
42,000 •Nifw' 
45,000 

150,000 



$695,000^ 



C5 



H Film Production 



•r 



1 



2 16 mm, single system 12,000 $Z4,000 
Mag sound 1200 ft. reels 

2 16 mm double ' system @ 15,000 00,000 

Editing equipment 25,000 

Film processor^ ^ ^ 50,000 

1 35 mm still camera 750- 



' Installation 
Spare parts 
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$129,750 



10,000 

10,000 
$149,750 
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National - Category D 
Full Size Remote Unit 



4 Cameras @ 70,000 p $280,000 

1 Video switchfer 45,000 
. 1 Audio cons and aux equip. 60,000 

Communications * 10,000 

4 Colox; monitors @ 3500 14,000 

2 Vetorscop^s @ 3025 ^ .6,050 
Microwave equip. * 16,000 

1 Truck. w/air cond., winch ^ 65,000 

Generator , 10,0Q0 

1 Rubidium frequency standard 7,500 

Pul^e system ^ ^ ' - 10;090 

Test! equiRp\ent " - ' 10, 000 

Camera and power cables 10,000 

Tfe^ and check out '5,000 

• 2 Video tape-recorders @. 90, 000 * 180,000 

Slow motion machine ^ 130,000 

Character generator , 45,000 

Slide projector - 30^', OOP 



Spare parts 
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$ 438,000 



D2 



3 Studios (2000jSq. ft., 6000 sq. ft., 8000 sq. ft.) 

Third Studio (8000 sq. ft.) ^ 

\ Stage and Control Room Tech. Equip. 

4 Cameras @i 70,000^ " -$280,000 

1 Studio '^witc'her ' 50,000 

* 2 Color monitors @ 3500 . \ 7,000 

12 B & W monitors @ 500 6,000 

1 Audio console 36 x 8 * 70,000 
CR accessories 15,000 

- SJt^udio accessories 10,000 

16 track machine & interlock 

from C ^ ' 

, . Video Control & Routing , ^ 

" ■ 2 Color monitory @ 3500 7,000, - " ^ 

2 Waveform monitors @ 1875 3,750 
" Match sW' section of st. s^r * , 750- 

. ' < , 1.^500 

. Installation 10?i Technical . , - - 45,000 

- Spare Palrts 10% Technical ... 45,000 

) . ' < 

Stage- ' - v ^ . • V 

Lighting equipment $25^q. ft. 200,000 

Cyclorama 25,000 

■ Air Cond., Heat Vent .8000 sq. ft.- • ' ^ 

Building costs ' @ 110/sq. ft. 880,000 " - 

: ^ ~ ^ 1,105,00,0 

Support areap, 2000 sq. ft. @ $20 - ' ' . 

(In addition to those provided in C) ^ _ ^Qf 

^ $1,684,500 
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D3 



VT & TC 



^ .VTR @ 1^,000 

If VTR @ 90,^000 * 
3 TC @ 75,Q00 
5 Vectorscopes @ 3025 
5 Color monitors @ 3500' 
1 Cartridge 'VTR t 

Double .System Equipment 



Installation (10^0 



Spare Parts (10?^) 



MC 



1 MC switcher A/V 

2 Color monito4?s @ ^500 . 
15 B & W monitors @ 500 

^^•1 Vectorscope * 

2 Waveform monitors @ 1875 

1 Console 

Transmitter Monitprdng * ^ 

1 Precision demod- 

, 1 FrequdVicy - modulation monitor 

1 VITS generator 

1 Color monitor 

1 Waveform m(^JI^®r^ 

1 Automation system 

Installation (10%) 
Spare Parts (10%) 



$840,000 
* 360,000 
225,000 
15,125 
15,500 
^2O0,'t)OO 
60,000 



20,000 
7, 000 
7,500 
3,025 
3>, 750 
1,000 



10,000 
' 5,500 
4,100 
3,500 

•l„875 

80,000 



$1,715,6^5 

170,000 

170,000 
$2,055,625 



< 



147, 250 

15,000 

15,000 
$2,232,875 
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Equipment Center . i 

■ / V 

1 Puis? system 
1 Interphone system ^ 
1 Intercom system. 

Terminal equipment ^ \ 
A/V amps , ' 

fcatch bays racks 

1 Routing switcher 40 x 60 

2 Character generator.® 45,000 • 

1 Programmed video 'editing system 
1 -Rubiciium frequency standard , 
1 Character generator 

Installation (10%) 
Spare Parts (10%) 
Test Equipment (addi1;j.onal) 



$65,000 
7,500. 
10, 000 
50,000 



170,000 
90,000 
175,000 
, 7,506 
7 , OPO 



Term Area Building Costs 
Term Area Electrical Costs 
Term Area A/C, 'Jleat Costs 



5000 sq. ft, @ $5t) 



" El 
Sister Station Origination 



2 VTR @ 90,000 

1 TC island @ 7^,000 

1 Color monitor 

1 Vectors cope 
/ ' 

'Installation 
Spare Parts 
Modifications to MC » 



■ $180, 000 
75,000 
. 3,500 
3,025 



$ 582,000 
58>00b 
. 58,000 



ei/ooo 



250,000 



$1, 008,000 



$261,5^5' 

26,000 

2^00 

2,5Q0 
$316,025 
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VHF Low Band ' 



Transmitter Plant 
Cost Breakdown 



35 kw Tranfemitter 

(parallel "^17. 5 kw) 

Antenna 



$325,000 



30,000 



Transmission Line 
--^^ 1000 ft. of 3 1/a in. 
line including hangers J 
and/ elbows ' ^ 



Tower 

1000 ft., guye<iiWith 
elevator Inqludes 
ereition an4' installa- 
tion of ^antenna and 
transmission l-ine.* 

Remote Control * ^ 

Includes automatic logging 
and ii^erface. 

Electric coaxial switches ' 

Terminal Equipment 
'Includes pha^e equalTzer, 
"a/V switching, A/V input 
V ; channels, basic monitoring 

Capital Spares 

Installation 

Building * 

Does nqt include l^and pr 
access rakd' 

Includes primary power 
service and a;ir conditioning 



17,600 



265,000i 
"^(This :^igure is average 
It may vary due to 
geogr^fiphical^ condi- 
tions and wind 
loading ^one .) 

25,000 



,X il<*oop 

28,000 



5,000 
75,000 
220,000 
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VHF Low ftand (coritj) 

Precision Carrier Of^ot 

Emergency Pov/er Generator 
100 steady state load 
capacity, installed . 
Includers fuel tank, change- 
over switch, automatic 
start'-up* 



a^iist 




Microwave Syditem 

(see separi^tely itemized 

Test Equipment^ 

(see separar^ely itemized li^^t) 

\ V 

Spare parts 



Transmitter Plai^^t 
Cost Breakdown 



\ 



VHF'Hicrh Band 

50 kw Transmitter 
(parallel 25 kw) 

Antenna 

Transmission liine 

1000 ft. of 6 1/8 in. 
line including hangers ^ 
and el)3ows 

Ttower 

1000 ft., guyed, with 
el^evator. Includes 
, erection and installation 
of antenna and transmission 
line. 
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20,000 
•75,000 



41,000 



64,000 



5,000 



$1,207,000 



350,000 

75,000 
25,000 



-h 265,000 
(This figure is aver- 
age. It may vary due 
to geographical loca- 
tion and^ wind loading 
zone . ) " . ' 



FRir 



\ 



■ r ■ ' * , iia ' 

VHF High Band (cont..) >■ 

Remote Contro^L $ 25^000 

Includes automatic logging i» 
and. interface 

Electric ^oaxial switches ' 12,000 

Terminal Equipment ^ * . 28,000 

^ Includes phase equalizer, • / > 
^ A/V switching, basic monitoring,' 

A/V input channels ' ^ . « ^ 

Capital Spares 5,000' 

Installation ^ 75,000 

Includes all equipment ^ " 
* inside the building 

Building 220,000 

Does not include land dr^ * . " . 



ERIC 



access *road. Includes site 
preparation, air conditioning, * 
and primary power- service 

Precision Carrier Offset * ^0,000 

Emergency Power Generator 75,000 
100, kw steady st^te ^oad 

capacity, installed. Includes * 
fuel tank, changeover switch, 

automatic start-wf).^ , * • 

Micapowave System 41,000 
(see separately itemized list) 

Test Equipment ' • 64,009 

(see separately itemized list) 

Spafre parts ' 5,000 

$•1,285,000 
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Transmitter Plant 
Cost Breakdown 



UHF 



110 kw Transmitter '» 

Includes dual excjgters, 
f ilterplexer^ahd pdwer 
combiner ' 



Spare Klystrpn 

Antenna ' 
Gain of ^25 ^ 
Includes de-icers 

Transmission Line 
Ou?tside 60,000 
^Insi(^e 35,Q00 

Tov/er , . 

1000 ft., guyed includes 
elevator,., erection apd 
installation of ant^na 
and transmission line, and 
concrete work 

Remote Con^ro^ 

Includes autpmatiq logging 
**and interface 

Blectric Coaxia*l Switches 

■/ ■ / • 

Terminal Equ'ipment ^ 
includes phase, equalizer^^ 
'* A/V switching, basic monitoring 
A/V input ^channels 

Installation 

Includes all equipment inside 
building 

Building ^ ^ 

Does not incjfiade land or access 
road. Includes preparal:ion of 
site. 

, • ' -31-' 



$ 460,000 



10, 000 
75,000 



95,000 



> 265,000 
(This figure is Aver- 
age. It may vary due 
to geographical loca- 
tion and wind loading 
zone . ) 

25,000 



15,000 
28,000 

75,000 
243,00.0 



- 1 



ERIC 



112 



UHF (cont.) 

includes air conditioning and 
V. primary power^ service- 

" Precision X^arrier Offset 

'Emergency Power Generator 

425 kw steady load capacity, 
^ installed. Ir^clwdes fuel tai;iK, 

♦ changeover switch. , 

Microwave System 

(see separately item:&eed^pist ) 
/ ■ 

Test Equipment 

(see separately itemized list) 



Spare Parts 

I 




41,000 

.64, 000 

lOj^OOO 
■ /I 



$1,536', 000 * 



Microwave .System 

'2 Transmitters @ $5000 

2 Receive;:s @ '$5000 

'2 Antennas ©'$1, 200 - 
6^4t. diameter- with cover 

*2 Dehydrators @ $500 

Transmission Line 
200 ft. @ $2.00/ft. 

2* Hot Switches @ $l', OOt) 

3 Modulators. @ $1,200 ' , 
for audio sub-carrier 



/ 



*$ 10,000 
10,00t> 
2,400 

1,000' 
/ 400 

2,000 
3,600 
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Microwave System (cont.) ' . ■ 

3 ^Demodulators @ $1, 200 for ^ \ . 3,600 

audio ^sub-carrier ' 

Installation * ' ^ ^ , >, ' 

Equipiftent and measurement's" $4000 j 

Transmission line • 1500 ' 

\. " Antenri^ " 260O 

• ^ ' J ' 7>500 

' . ^ ^ , . ^ $'40,500 



Assumes hot standby repeive and transmit-. 
Assumes 2 "wide band sub'-GStTrier channels 

1 order wire sub-car^rier ' channel Vj^ 
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Transmitter- Test Equipment • ^ , 

Vectorscope * * ^ . " ^ * OOd 

IP 

Waveform Monitor . y ' 1,500- 

0 ' - 

Prof^issional Color Monitor 3,500 

Mobile General Purpose Test ^ 3,500 
Scope with RFI« protection 

V 

Scope Camera ^ 600 

Video Test Signal Generator ^ 4,000 



Video Sweep Generator 



800 



Spectrum Analyzer and* 10,000 
* Storage Scope 

f 

Frequency counter with * 5,000 
V RFI protection capaljle ». 

of microwave frequency range^ 

video Noise Meter " ^ 1,100 

Envelope Delay Measuring Set ' . 4,000 

Low DisftdrtdroiTAudio Oscillator ' ^ 1,500 
anq Transmission Measuring- Set 

^ 'Audio Noise Meter and Distortion 2,0^0 
Analyzer . ^ 

Power Meter, Utility ' ; ^ 900^ 

Dummy Load with Power Meter 4,^000 

Precision Demodulator ' . 7,500 

Time Domain Reflectometer * 3,500 

^ . Deviation Meter , 2,500 

Field Intensity Meter 1,000 

Aural Modulation Monitor and 3 , 500 

Frequency Meter $63,400 
-34- 
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uCost BroakdIsWn An 


Average 


1 ♦ . 

Electronic Journalisnv 


(EJ) Unit 


2 Cameras % $50K • v, ■ 


• 

$^0K 


2 Portable R/0 VTR 9 $5K , '^v^i 


lOK 


l4.Portable Microwave System i 


. lOK 


2 Full Capability VTR (? $7,.?K, 




• 1 (TBC) Time Base Corr»ector ^ 


lOK 


Inditing System ' ' 




^Peripherals (Ex.tra cabling,* 

Monitors, Camera Mounts, etc.) i|' 

' . J' 


1 


Complete 2 Carney EJ Uni^ = . \ 


*^$155K 

J, 




It should be noted 'that the average EJ fc^Hfi^fa can not be Mmed ' 
into a TV system in the usual v^ay so eacti&damera has its own VTR 

'* " ' individual tapes; 

'thus the 
3r editing. 

... 

No vehicle costs arc stated here due to itl^fe- f a-ctors . One is the 
varying peed of the individual station. U|^"^all van or^station 
wagon will comfortably accomodate a 2 c^infejpa system ^nd^canlse 
used for other tasks when not loii EJ assiffi>||^ints . -. ^ 

The ofeh*er factor is that most ttederal grant mqney in the past 
has s-^ecifically excluded the burchase. :,vehicles with that money 
or the money used in thfe purchase of a vehiqle to be used for 
matching funds. Therefore. tW stations^ WOH.ld be required to 
find individual funding for t£g vehicle apart from any federal 
assistance program. _^ 'J * a - 

r t. Timetable of Funding Requirements 

UHF Improvement -5 year, needs approximately $31 million 

$26M needed no;; for apprcfximatcly 50 "stations 
$ 4M added to Guidelines figure for/lnflation 



Year 


1st 


2nd 


3rr^ 


. ^4th 


5th 


, Funds 


$12M 


$1QM 


$8M 


. $8M 


$8M 


Number 

Stations 

Affected 


20 


20 


10 

\ 


- '^ 

V -- 


4 
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The bulk of the first three years is for transmission improvement 
of.e3a.sting UHF stations Spnd the last two are for expected quactetiy 
activati'bns. An , additional $4r* was added dvie to significapt ^■ 
increases in key components of the improvement program. Art exam- 
' pie, the cost of a iOOO' tower has increased $100K in the last year! 
There Are approximately 3£ new towers included in the 50 stations 
mentioned he^6. ^ 

Videotape RecdrderC^ ^ * ^ * 

Presently need 263 "so all station^ would have 4 minimum. Over a 
^5 year period we would also need -apprbximately 4 0 more for exoected 
activat4>"ons of new stations. We can use 37 to make 'a rountT^igure 
of -300 machines over 5 years. 



Year 


1st 2nd 


3rd 


4thi> 


5th 


# of 

VTR's 


75 9. $,11 OK 75 (J $110K ^ 


!^^50 9 $120JC 


50 9 $120K 


50 9 $120K' 


Cost 


$8,25M . $8.25M 


$6M 


$6M 


$6M 


Total 


^$34.5 million 


• 







($10K per machine added after 3rd year ^for inflation.) 
' ^ / ' , 

The two Aanuf acturers presently .T.alce between 200-250 machir.es- a 
year. These are for both domestid and foreign sales and we,, could 
not expect to cc^rner the market or have them build new facilities 
to accomodate the large number of machines required. However, 
the numbers over five years given here should be attainable on a 
per year basis. . * 

Electronic Journalism Units ♦ 

Approximately 150 for existing stations - 

10 for expected activations over 5 years. 

160 @ $155K = $24. 8M | 
Year 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 



No. 

Units^^^S ,55 42 4 4 = 160. units 

Cost $8:53M $8.53M $6. SIM $ .62M $ .62M = $24. 8M 

Most manufacturers are making about 100 - 150 cameras a year, ii 
with a heavy demand by the commercial market. There are 
approximately 10 manufacturers presently making the quality 
and price range camera mont»ioned here and 10 to 15 cameras 
each for the next two years should presd'nt no undue problems. # 

\ . ' ^ 



i 
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■ • 

J . . . 

Mr. MACD(.)KALn If } could interrupt oh two thinjrs abou4 tliat 
statement, is the only demonstration project that type of project that 
was discussed yesterday, the ATS-6 ? ' , 

Mr. Gtj*n. No! Ljdiink there are other demonstration projects. I 
think thatMs one ^ayto do it. It may proi^ to be a very valuable one. 

Mr. ISL^DONALD. What is another one ? 

Mr. Gt/nx.. Another wa>^ to do it is making video casettes or video 
discs ofprograms amd mailing "thenf to tliese isolated communities and 
have them put this in some automatic player which plays these discs 
or tapes off automatically recorded at a set time schedule. \ 
Mr. Macdonald. You wouM be surprised, I think, in afldition to tM 
figures, as closely ,as I could elicit them yesterday, it 'is broken' down in\ 
a ratio of 6 to 1, between the facilities and the demonstration* \ 
♦ One side of it is getting fairly "short chan^, I think, or it is? I \ 
don't know*. . . 

Mr. (ftJNX^^may not be. I think what is missing in my view, and \ 
the work mafbe done and just may not have seen it, but I do know 
that the Corporation for PubUc Broadcasting and PBS— and- others 
have not come together to address.this problem, and we-haVe not done - 
our cfwn studies to see^vhat is required and to look at various 
options. I think that is one thino: that needs to be done. 

'Second, I think we ought to ,look at all options, not necessarily^ just 
the satellites, or just, cable. There may be other ways," as I suggested, 
■ that this could be done. 

It is difficult at this ppint in time to know what th(\ right sum of 
money is to spend on demonstration projects. > 

Mr. Macdonald. That is $64,000 question. Itjs very difficult fou^ 
us to know also. I was goipg to ask what you all thought of what a 
reasonable sum was? I tliought tliat the amaunt asked for was a very 
stingy amount of money. Is there any\ consensus among you all con- 
cerning what you feel is a reasonable amoi\nt ? 

Mr. T^oMis. Mr. Chairman, is the popit of demonstration to attempt . 
to stimulate new ideas? * * i 

Mr. Macdonald. That i^s the overall project. This is ^hv money, I feel 
sure this will come out of 1iere as a clean bill. Thip^ a bill ihat the 
administration sent up and it was/ put in as an accommodation, as 
something to work from. ^ 

But where the money is inc^ed;Qiere, do you have presently or will 
you furnish in the very near fuiur^ what you feel theiowest minimum 
is to do an adequate job? . / *^ . . t ^^ 

Mr. Bair. There might be another ^vay to get at that problem. 
Mr. LooMis. Let me answer you this way : Yes, we \^11 get together 
and come up wit^ a figure. Yes. ' ^ . 

Mr. M.vcdoxalo. Then, second, could you just give me. in politi- 
cal parlance, a ballpark figure of what you think it is now ? 

Mr. Grxx. I tliink one of the problems that you have when you 
are unclear as to what the objectives ai^ for- demonstration proiects. is 
( that it is very hard to proiect a cost figure because you want to be sure 
that you project far enough forward so you know what the implications 
are going Jo be of these demonstration projects. You can set up, as 
we with tliis procrram, a wliole new set of -expectations for that 10 
percent of the public not reached l7y demonstration projects, then we 
can find we are facing a cost of $200 or $300 million. 
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i^'. MACiy6NALi), Yes, but taking pretty much the bread-and-butter 
iss«e we have going now, could you come up with a figure that is not 
what could be done, say, in 10 years or 15 years when better technologyC 
has been developed, but come up with a figure that we could kick 
^^^^ a^yj^^ay to see if we think'^t is too much, too little, or 

We will try, all of us, to get together and come up 
with albalig^rk figure. • 0 ^ 

Mr. ^IVlACDoxALD^My last question about that is this : t was intrigued 
by th^e^phasis piU on those cameras and stutfT. Who determines what 
IS an %e^tablij6iece of equipment that the GoVernment should buy for 
these j^^a|, PBYor radio stations? Who makes that decision? / 
MniiJAiR. TlYe individual licensee. 

Mr^po^Y. HEW s^s the standards based upon the Electronics 
lnsti|||e Association's standards for television and radio equipment. • ' 

That is as to the television camera or other commonlv 
used;^#ipinent. , * • ' ^ 

^rti^^CDoxALD. But the standard as to whether it is Sony and 
V"f^.^?^*^^'yt '^^^^ s^^^ Sonys around tlian American products. • 
It It, going to^be a Buy America First, everyone seems to have 
flapt'^n^^e equipment. 
M^pB^viR. Sony has plants in this country, ^ ^ ^ 
]V^^;vri^L\cDONALIx But it is not exactly what you call i^ii American 
^ ??J!J)??^^^y Anyway, that-is something else. It s^ems to me thfe 

IH witas something to say about that. ' 
' Mr.r:(JiwN. Well^ bhey do when it comes to transmission^ that ia. if 
. you are talking* about a transmitter, they have standards that thev 
require ju terms of monitoring. , 

Mr. Macdonald. Are they big brother? J)o they lay down the law 
as to .what standards shall be observed ? 

Afe i^"^^^' We do not feel they are big bfbthers in that sense. 
They are trying to insure you have quality. 
Mr. Bair. Thej are insuring the Federal money is spent on first 
rate equipment. ' 

.Mr.M.\cDOXALD. And they are the ones who tell you? 
h Mr, Bair. In temris of engineering specifications. 

Mr. Macdoxald. They make the specifications. Working in the field, 
as I know Hartford Gunu did, and I guess most everyone else does 
or duU^were there occasions that you felt they were out of touch with 
reality?'-^ 

Mr, Bair. Not in terms of engineerii^g, no, / v 
Mr, Maci)onald. I am not talkiiig about transmissions but in terms 
of personnel and equipment. . f 
Mr, Bair. This has not been a complaint; no sir. 
Mr. Macdonald, There is no friction in that area? 
Mr. Bair. No, sir. 

¥^vS^^f ^' ^ stations welcome the standards of both FCC 

and HEW imposed on them because it is in the interest of the public 
to assure a really compatible television system. 

Mr. Macdonald. And they are not artificially high or anywhere near 
pinchingly low? » j 

Ar^ electronic standards. 

Mr, Bair. Could I comment on what you nsked earlier in terms of a 
ballpark figure? ^ 
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The need for improveinout and expj^nsion of station facilities, as 
illuminated by these two people, is quite clear. It is considerably more 
difficult, I think, to illustrate the kind of demonstrations which could 
usefully be undertaken atj vvhate.ver projected funding levels. 

The requests for expei'lnientation and demonstration are not unlike 
requests for humanitarian aid; it is almost an automatic and usually 
affirmative i-esponse. We^ think that the grounds for this particular re- 
quest, however, worth^^ though it is in general terms, should be care- 
fully analyz9d. ' ^: ^ 

We believe that funding for the demonstration section of the pro- 
gram should be fully contingent upon the identification of proposed 
activities which have plainly stated objectives, wliich can be known 
ill advance, to which realistic funding intervals and amounts can be 
assigned and which could be supported by the institutions, and peoplp 
in public communications. r 

Mr. Maodonald. Well, you are closer to the people than most people 
in the program, and by "people" I mean the public, apparently from 
the title and how much money do you think you could raise for 

facilities? 3 « , • 

It has been suggested that the Govemmcnt^et out of the business a 
little bit and let you pick up the ball. Is that wishful thinking or is it 
accurate, or what, or is it an imponderable, which it sounds like? 
Mr. Bair. Let me think. 

As J>irec/tor of Educational Television at the» University of North 
Carolina, I happen to have very happily in the last year received under 
the educational facilities about half a million dollars to purchase color 
camera equipment for our studios, and so on. 

It was not difficult for me to persuade the administration of the Uni- 
versity of North Carolina that the investment of $200,000 by the State 
of North Carolina would return $600,000 in color equipment by this 
matching formula. 

I have not tested them on a 50-50 proposition. I just have not done 
' it. I think it would be tougher. 

Mr. Macdonald. In addition to going to a luiiversity with this sum 
of money that goes through governmental channels, while I appreciate 
that, that happens in public broadcasting too, there are many States 
that contribute to public broadcasting per'Se. - 

I am talking about ffoing to the people of the State of North Carolina 
and saying, "We need more facilities. Wil^you give us them out of your 
pockets, not out of tax money ?" ' . 

Mr. Rair. Historically, I presume that the response would be: You 
have always gotten that through appropriations. Go that way. Do it 
through oui* representation. I think it would take a long time. 
, Mr. Macdonald. "I^irti not going to give you any, get it out of the 
Government"? " • 

Mr. Bair. Yes. ^ - 

Mr. Macdonald. Doesn't that make you feel that this ar^^ment 
about getting the Govemment out of this thing is rather sj)eci0us; it 
is one of those battle-flag things to wave around, but does not S&me 
down to the nitty-gritty of having an educational TV system ? \ 

Mr. Bair. That is where I would end up now, yes, sir. 

Mr. Guxx. Mr. Chairman, I think we underestimate the contribif- 
tion of the public, either through State or local authorities, or through 
voluntary contributions. 
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The Facilities Act <Ioe's not cover all facilities^. It will not buy you 
land. It will not build you a building. ^ 

Sol just dug out some figures. ^ - 

The total capital plant tor public television is on the order of $300 
million, of which, if my figiires are right, only about $100 million or 
$106 million came from t^pP^Facilities Act. So when we say that the 
(jovemmeht is putting up#5 percent and the people are putting up 25 * 
percent, we are talking only about those alMwable items. 

Mr/MACDOXALD. What vjC^^ are saying is, you would like to see the 
Government get out of dieot^tmness and leave it up to the people? 

Mr. GuNN. No, I apr^aying this about the public's share' being two- 
thirds to a third foi>^e Federal Government. 

Mr. Macdonaj4). I know it^j]«fcQ(uld cut down the work of ^is sub- 
comniittee (considerably if that ^ti^ere to be the case, and if the people 
who are it6in|M^t feel tJiat the public can do it better, I am all f oV them. 

Mr. GuiNN;. P^Q, Mr. Chairman, all I say is, the public contHbntion 
is greater th^i?l SS'^ercent, but ok the order of 66 percent.. I ^ 

Mr. Macdokald. ^I- never heaird anyone" say 25 percent. "VMiaft I aiA 
saying is, I think it is Yery difficult tx) raise monej from the 'public for 
anything including multiple solorosis, cancer, heart research, and 
everything else. . \ 

Mr. GuN^! Absolutely. ^\ ^ 

Mr. LnoMis. I think it is clearly more difficult to raise it from th6 
public for facilities. , * 

Mr. Macdonald. And wliy I am raising it now is because it was in- 
dicated strongly yesterday, it i^ better to let the individual stand oxi\ 
his own two feet, middle America stand up and do this and do that^^^ 
and get everything put into writing, put the Government on the back * 
burner and let the people do it. ^ 

That is a great theory, one I believe wholeheartedly in, one I was " 
..brought up by, one I thought was how the Government worked, but 
it is how the Ijovernment should work, but it is Tiot how the 
Government works. 

Mr. WiRxk. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Macdonald. Yes, I promised first I \yould allow Mr. Frey. 
Mr. Frey. I will be quick. 

Two things: No. 1, I disagree with you in tec^ms of the ability to 
raise money on facilities being more difficult.,^ '^^W 

From raising money in political campa^pfe,j[; think you will find 
it a lot simpler if you tell somebody you am going to ra*g^ it for this 
billboard or this program, agjong as there is something specific, and 
they can see and touch it. ' ^ 

That is a general comment. I am intrigued by Mr. Gunn's suggestion 
of the 35 percent and the question of percentage, because no matter 
whether we accept* the amount of money you recommended, we are 
still going to be short of what the need is.*^ 

If we go to increasing the coverage, if we go to increasing the radio 
stations, and many of these things, we will still be short. 

What I would like is, when you figure the ballgark figure out, I 
would also like you to think about it percentagewise in terms of the 
coverage aspect. 

Maybe that is the way to squeeze ; maybe instead of 25 or 30 or 33 
percent, somewhere along the line if we can get to that additional 
amount, we could get there. 
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I don't think 25 should be fixed; but maybe you ought to go eitlier ^ 

''fhope von give thought to that .because I think that is bne way to 

''''u:SZ::::'Te,a.. then. 66% that thev had to come up .nth ; 
that is whv it surprises me they find it so easy, lHcaust> privatel\ tliey 
old me that 66% of private money is ah awful lot of .noimy t^ expect 
tSem up with Jnit today th'ey ai-e telling me that they will have 

no problem, and I am delighted to hear tliat.. 
Mr. Wirtfi, I will be happy to vield to you. 

Mr. WiRTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. _ ' i fu;. „ 

I am cuHous, T am ?iure the subcommittee has l)ccn through this a 
million ways, but are there other ways in ,vlu,h money can be raised ? 

Back in the earlv PubliQ broadcasting days, a tax on television sets 
for example, was dfscussed, but what other ^huIs of fund .-ai sing 
programs have been looked at by all of you in the field of public 

'^M^'^Slojns. You mean raising funds from the general public? There 
have been a varietv of different methods considered. ^ 

I am not talking about dedicated taxes earinarktd by tne (xovern- 
ment, but how you obtain funds from public contrihutore and 
concentrated dollar raising activities. , , ^, u f 

In the 20 vears since the first action was taken both the number ot 
stations actively seelring funds and the- amount they have l«en able to 
raise, have increased substantially. The membership drive, has been a 
very successful tool. Just a couple of months ago, for the hrst time, 
there was a national drive that netted more than $5 million, and a 
quarter, of a million new members And there aie operations that will 
become even more efficient. 

F.verv station is showing a good deal of initiative, in devi.sing ways 
that seem appropriate to the community in which they seek to raise 

'""The'long-range task foire that wo sot up in 1972 examined at some 
lenjrth a whole host of methods of obtaining financing from the (xov- 
emmont through a dedicated tax or a bond issue, or by other means. 
The task force came back with a matching formuln. an approach it 
felt was the most equitable, reasonable, and feasible way of obtaining 
Government funding. , • , <? 

Mr. WiRTH. Do vou sav they have e.\ploredi various kinds ot wnys, 
dedicated tnxos, aiid so on. there must havelbeen a whole ratt ot 

things . \ , ^ • 1 n * 

Mr. LooMis. Yes. The long-range financing rJ^ort examinecl all ot 
those, and I believe we have a copy of that report^ere. Wo will give 
it to vou after the hearing. ^ , 

Mr. WiRTH. SeconT^lv, we were talking about two different titles tor 
facilities vt- I'Sua demonstrations, and you were assuming that $7 million 
level in vour comments ; so would vou assume tliat same rajtio, approxi- 
matelv 6 to 1, if there wore $12 million, $20 million or $50 million? 

Mr.' GrxN. No, I think we ought to back up on the demonstration 
program and HEW and the broadcasttrs and educators^and everyone 
ought to go to work and look at this problem. , 

No one or no group has .come together to look at it in its totality, so 
we really' honestly don't know what the figures should be or the ratio 
should be. • 
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. Incidentally, tJie bilK ast understand it, does not specify' wliat the 
ratio is. It is at the disi^-etioii of, the Scci-etary, so the SecretaiT can 
put $7 million ijito demonstration projei'ts a/id zero, I ^jfuess in theory, 
into broadcast facilities. ^ • 

Mr. WiBTii. I think we have to make flu\t di.stinrtion and come up 
with tliat kind of allocation of our best st^iS4> fmin all of us, and I 
think from the Chairman's question you wem^ ^r'oin^ to ^ive us a sense 
of what it is. ' ^ \ 

Mr. Gi'NN. Well, until \ye have stepped baVk aiul ^jiven you a com- 
pletely thou^2:ht out pro^jraiit specifically as t()^ \\jhat thest^ demonstra- 
tion pro«rrams will be and what their costs arfe and implications will 
be. If we raised expectations of the peof)le irAX or Y communities, 
v*v could walk, 'all pf us, into a demonstration program iiiat could 
result in spendin<r hundreds and hundre^ds of mMVinnllions of dollars 
to meet those expectations. 

I am not saying; we should, v * ' 

Mr. WiRTii. You<»,were saying w:hat your relationshij) ou^ht ^o be 
and what the i-elationship b^twjpen demonstration and facilities 
prop-ams .shoulcj be. ^ . 

Mr. LooMis. I think one other matter should be bi'ou^ht up. 

Mr. Macdonai.i). If you will pardon me, we have "a quorum call and 
both Mi-. Wirth and I will be luoky to mftke it. ' , ^ 

I would like to'point out to Mr. Wirth as we leave that I hoard that 
promise no|v since we first put (hat to^th'er about long-ran^e 
financing, and I have yet to see it. 

fBi'ief ivcevSS.] . ^ 

0 ^fr. Macdoxald. The hearing will rt-sunie. When we left wo luul 
left on a note that we left on many times, scnno of tl^o financing. 

We have hot heard from radio, and I, for one', would like to hear 
from vou, 

STATEMENT OF MATTHEW B, COFFEY 

Mr. Coffey. Ve IT ^rood, sir. ♦ 

I. do have iny prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and I beligve you 

also have a (»opy of a letter from Secretary Wt^inln^'^or addreSvsed tome ' 

of May 29, which I will be i^eferrin^ to in this. 
Mr. Ma( DONALD. I probably do. 

Mr. Coffey. We have a copy for you. The iinmediato short-ran^ 
priority for the radio service is to reach^communities covenn^r at least 
90 percent of the population within the r)-year term of tins' legislation, 

Xow, what does 90 percent mean in terms of communities? An best 
we can determine, that would include nil coinmunitie-s in the United 
States which have over 170,000 populatioft. 

As this c^mmittee^ is awai-e, there are 36 of the top 100 markets 
which ai-e not now covered by the radio si^rnal ; and if we have achieved 
in the next o-year period covera<re of all of those markets, we would 
increase the covera^re of public nujio by al>out 14 percent, or bring it 
up to close to 75 percent. / 

We feel that it would take 295 ra(\io stations to reach 90 percent. 

There an' l7i\. This ineans that in order to reach 90 percent, we will 
have to have 1 V9 additional stations by 1980. 

We fi)2rure that the Federal share of this wmII amount to $20 million, 
to build these station.^' and that in addition it will cost $19 million to 
improve existing stations. 
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Now, the lonjz-ranjzo objortive, the objective beyond 5 years, is, as 
'.ve so4 it, an objtvtive to |>rovi(le niultipU* radio servicps in major 
markets. This wonhl be siniihir to the situation we have in Washinf^ton 
where we have three |)ublie radio stations serving the coniniunity. This 
^oes back to a point I mentioned in the subcommittee l)efore, that m 
radio we have to fraction the audience u]) InMniuse of the intense com- 
petition within the radio fiehl and in order for us to serve nioi-e ade- 
quately minority And special interests and instructional pit>^raming 
or thin^rs of tlws soi-t we are required in major niarkets to have nuvl- 
tiple statiojis available for the public. 

Now, I would like to, taking into account the testimony you re<;eived 
yesterday and this letter from Secirtary Weinl)er^?er, T would like to 
make Siiilie su^^e^tions for aniendnie iil?> In the lepslation. 

As the Secretary indicates in his letter, HEW has come to the con- 
clusion tlint the priorities in the bill do- not reflect radio's priorities; 
an(l while he says it seems very complex to chan^je the lan^nm^TP 
around just for radio, I think his lan^ua^e should at least be included 
as part of the report lf\n^uage on this bill, so it is very clear, . 

Mr, Ma( DONALD, Which section ? 

Mr, CoFFKY. The second and |liird paragraphs of the letter on the 
front pa«:e which refei'S to this fact, 

' Mr, Macdoxaij). Well, T rend them, but don't see any lan^^ua^e in 
H,R, 4564? 

Mr, Coffey, l^hei-e- is, sir, I don't have the b^H with me, but there 
is a set of criteria or priorities for that, 
Mr, mcrK.NAM). We will p^t tliat, 

Mr. CoF-FEY, Fine. The separate set of priorities for radio came out 
of that 1073 note that you ha vf> read into the hearing two times before, 

Tnder or on pa^ li under "Criteria for Broadcast. Facilities Con- 
struction," the paragraph, ousubpara^rraph (d) indicates that the first 
priority would-be a stren^rthenino: of the vapability of existing? non- 
commercial stations. 

Mr, Ma(T)()N ALD, Just so I am T>ositive, I am following you— pa^ 3 ? 

Mr, CoFFi-^Y. Line 17 actually, first priority. 

Mr. MA( iK)NALn. 'The Secretary shall base his determination ^s to 
whether to appjove applications for ^rant under this section alid the 
amount of syclv fjrant on criteria set forth in re^ilations aitd desired 
to achieve/' et cetera, amf what you are saying is, you are satisfied with 
that lan^iia^e? 

Mr. Coffey. No ; I am saying? that his letter says that that language 
<loe« not apply in the case of rndio. 

Mr. MACT)o;^vi.n, Wiy doesn't it say so? 

Mr, Coffey. Because the oider of it is revei'se of what it would be 
for radio. ITis third priority in this lancruacre would be first priority 
for the radio stations. 

Mr. Macdonald, Well, let us read on so I will be sure 

Mr, Coffey, OK. 

Mr. ArACDOXALD. Well, (1) "a .sti-enprthenino: of the capability of 
existing noncommercial educatiofial broadcast stations to provide""looal 
services". 

Well, aren't you included in "(1)"? 

Mr. CoFFfn\ Yes; but if the Secretary makes grants based on that 
as bein^ the top priority, it would not serve iis in this situation. 
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Mr, Maidonali). Well, when you fjo, one, two, three, I dont think 
\%sixys ^ridrky bive, I think the three are equal. 

31 r. C oFt^Y, Fine. As long aiiwe have that clarification. 

Ml, M,U'D()NAU). Well,^we don*f have the legislative people hei-e, 
but 1 think Mr. (ruthrie and Mr. Shooshan, who are on the staff; and 
our nf^vvest lueniWr hciv on this staff also, would agree with me, that, 
or if they disagree!, at legist sq signify in the usual manner by sliaking 
your head, that one, two and three mean just that there are three parts 
separi^te and equal. ' * 

Mr. ^^OFFEY. Well, it is helpful to have it cleared because in the 
regulations that were promulgated in 1973, the 1974 piyagram regula- 
tions, thcrpriorities were listed in tliis order and the intention of the 
Departnij^mt was to sHve the g:rants in this ocdei> and we had to file 
a petition Vo get those priorities changed and they established a se^pa- 
rate set of priorities for i-adio, which reversed the order. 

So that IS yhy I am sensitive to it. We have been through it before 
witli HEW. l\iust wanted to be sure that it i§ clearly understood that 
the radio priorities will be different. 

Mr. MAaK)XAi^. But you donXfee^l it needs any change in language? 

Mr. CoFTOY.. Nc) ; I don't think this nced5 any chang^ 

Mr MacdovalA You would be cbnkated to have it covered in the 
report* \ * . 

^ Mr. Coffey. In the report, right. We can make reference to the 
Secretary's letter os' just references to that language. 

Mr. Mac donald. vVeJl, let's say fac^ially that one, two and three 
are noninclnsive or npnpriority, that all three are to be given equal 
weight. 

Mr. Coffey. Right. Fine. 

The last enactment of this gi ve^ us this situation. 

[Mr. Coffey's prepared.^statement, and the letter referred to, follow :] 

Statement of Matthew B. Coffey, President, Association of 
PuBLiciRADio Stations 

Mr. Chairman ^nd members of the 8Ul>com|nittee, since 1967 when public 
broadcasting began, one of the top priorities of Piiblio Radio has been the 
expansion of seniee to **an of the people" as pri^yided for in the^ Public Broad- 
casting Act. This remains our top priority as we consider and supi>ort H.R, 4564. 

There are two elements involved in discussing expansion of the radio service. 
The first is the provision of the first public radio station to the approximately 
40 percent of the population not reached. The second element Is th^ provision 
of muUiple'radio stations to sAve the many different radio audiences. 

The provision of the first public radio service is a clear and obvious objective 
mandated by the Educational Broadcasting Fadiities title of the Act. H.R. 45^ 

• provides a proper legislative vehicle to accomplish this objective and we believe 
there is now a sufficient policy commitment by the Department of Health, EJduca-, 
tion and Welfare to complete a program of first service to 90 percent of the popu- 
lation over the next five-year period, v . ^ 

The need is clear. Twu hundred ninety-five stations will be required in order 
to provide a service to 90 percent of tl\^ population. There are now 17CL Our best 
estimate of the cost of closing this gap is a $20 million federal commitment to 
match local money that will be generated to start new stations. ♦ 

In addition, the staff of the Facilities Program estin^ates an additional ^9 
million is needed to upgrade the present equipment of 176 stations so they can 
better serve their audiences. . , ^ 

Thur., even thxrU^h ihere is an HEW policy commitment,^ the entire $35 million, 
requested over the next fivp years is still not sufficient to develop the radio sys- 

* tem alone. We, therefore, urge your committee to support funding authorizations 
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of $35 million per year f^T radio and television development during each of the 

five years of the legiMlation, * ^ p.,ii n/^mmUt<^f» 

In the Suhcommittee's recent hearings on financing and in the full committee 
Tepor a proper focus was given to minority, special interest and i°«tr"c^^^^^^ 
programming Public Radio does and will continue to serve all 
intere«ts. In order to properly serve them however, there is « need m^^^^ 
kets fr>r mullipie radio stations formatted for this punH>se, At the heart of the 
ne^ for tills tn of expanshm is an understanding of the different roles radio, 

'^T^e^^^^^^^^^^ -ith limits competition.in the 

marketplace. It is pn^grammed in hnlf-hour and one-hour segments 

Radio on the other hand generally has a single foniiat throughout the hr^d- 
cast day. There are all-news formats, easy listening formats, soul- ^"^^f 
toD 40 formats, country and western and even religious formats, Formatyng Is 
a r^^MoU of co npetilKm, For example, here in Washington there are 43 radio 
stations as c^mufared to 6 television statiom^. This intense competitive situat on 
has caused hroadcasters to try to identify a specific segment of the PoP" atlon 
tQ sen-e, Xll i)rogr»!Iiming is directed to this specific segment throughout the 

^'''^g^owing^number of public radio stations are now being formed to program 
for minoritv and spe<rial interest audiences where that programming does not 
exist commercially, Because of the wasteful way in which frequencies have been 
allocat^Hi in the noncommercial band, these public stations face difficulty ta 
obtaining fr(M,uencies and financing. Some of the funds expended under H.R. 
4564 Will nctivnte minority and special audience stations. But. there areinsirf- 
ficient funds to do eiKmgh, Until we have a firm commitment from the Apart- 
ment of Ilealth, EducatKm and Welfare to proyfde start-up money for second 
^and third nidio J^K^rvices, esi»ecially those f-or minority and special audiences, 
process will not be made, H.R. 4564, at the ?35 milUon per year authori^- 
tion, would iinnrove our chances 6f nfaking more services availah o through mul- 
tinlfe stations However, no (commitment exists to develop ^second or third 8er>- 
ices^or stations in markets, Vnl^il n commitment is maxie by the Confess and 
HEW, the existing stations will continue to serve these needs as best, they can. 

JIECORDING REQUIREMENT^ OF P^B^I- 93-8^ 

I*ublic Law 9a~4» the last public broadcasting enactment authorized appro- 
priations to the Cori>ortltion for Public Broadcasting with the foyowing amend- 

* Section 399(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), each lieensee 
which receives assistance under^his part after the date^f the enactment 
of this subsection shalf retain an audio recording of each oTits broadcasts of 
anv program in which any issue of public importance is discussed. Each such 
re^)rding stiall he retained for the sixty-day period beginning on the date 
which the licensee broadcatjts such programs, , ' _ 
The Federal Conimunicationa Commission in Pocket No, 19861 has asked for 
comments pn the interpretation of this provision and its enforcement. 

Based on a' survev of th^ APRS members, only a few now have the techmcal 
canabiiitv to coniplv with this requirement of the law. This means that the 
tvnicfll noncommercial licen.see must, endure from $3,000 to .$6,000 of equipment 
expenditure at present cost. This equiT)ment includes four channel logging re- 
corders with time cf)de generators and tape stock for 60 days. 

APRS therefor^ requested that up to $600,000 for the .$15.6 million appropria- 
tion for FY 1974 be set aside in a special fund prior to any normal facilities 
grants being nmde. The fund would be controlled by the Educational Broadcast- 
ing Facilities Program on In^halfof the public radio station.s. The fund would not 
be administered under the prforiHes set forth but under tfn informal letter 
application procedure. Stations receiving grants from the fund would >eV»iquired 
to submit a letter certifying their need based on the P.L, 93-84 requirement 

The need for the .special fund remains great. The average station operates on 
an annual Uicome of $130,572 with the small budget stations operating on Jess 
than one half that amount. The log recorders are needed ^^ause of the heavy 
volume of local programming. During an average week, lOt hours are broad- 
est ^nd 70 of them are locally produced. Even if the ^^"^"^^^jf" J^^tf^f 
interpretation to Fjiirppss Poctrine complaints, the licensees indicate that they 
- would have to record fheir entire output to ensure compliance with the regtilation. 
The Department of HEW by letter dated March 15, 1974, denied the Associa- 
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tion request on the pounds that the authorizing legislation doe® not provide for 
n fund for specific purposes. c/ 

The need is still very real because we belleVe the FCC will soon promulgate 
the rules. We therefore^ recommend that H.R. 4564 be amended fn resolve this 
pn)blem created for public radio stations by RL, 93-84 by allowing a special 
fund for this specific purpose. 

• . . DEMONSTRATIONS 

Th6 public radio stations suppo'rt the provisions of H.R: 4564 relating to dem- 
^mstrations of new telecommunications equipment as a vehicle for providing 
health and educational services to the Nation, • f 

Over the past two years exciting experiments have been conducted using two- 
way radio channels via satellite to provide health information to paramedics in 
remote areas of Alaska and other areas. The Department's pioneering work in 
this and other areas deserves support, • 

>Vc request that the authorizations and appropriations for this entirely ;;c 
program authority be enacted as a separate title of the Public Broadcasting 
Act. This is recommended in order to eliminate uncertainties and ratios between 
facilities nnd demonstrations, ' ,^ * 

In a.letter of May 29, 1975, the Secretary of HEW discuses the intent^of HEW 
as follows ; "Our current intention is to devote apptoximaMy $1 million of the 
available funds to the non-broadcast demonstration programs, , , This amount is 
to some extent dependent on the total level of funding for the program. If appro- 
priations differ significantly from the amount requested in the President's budg- 
et.Uhen a reassessment would be appropriate," 

Mr, Chairman, this quotation illustrates the problem. We feel that demon- 
strations should be a part ot this bill but should be justified separately for au- 
thorization and appropriation, 

PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

One minor amendment provided in H,R, 4564 is very significant to' public radio 
I'or many years private schools have been providing valuable public radio service 
to their communities. We take pride in the sex\Mces of the Albany Medical College 
in Albany, New-Jork ; American University in Wa.^'hington and many others that 
provide valuable public service through their public radio stations. Until now 
they have been unable, through an oversight, to participjite in the. Educational 
Broadca.«?tingt Facilities Program. As private schools face declining enrollments 
and revenues, we face the real threat that *j>ublic radio services at private 
"""t-aA curtailed and encouraging dev&opment of naw stations will be 

stifled. The result will be denial of .service t\the public. We ask the Sub- 
committee's favorable action on this r?rovision. N 

PROGRAM PRIOR^TlEiS 

.The program priorities for disbursement of funds by HEW under the Facilities 
Program cause no problems for the radio stations as long as the way they are 
li.sted in the bill is not their order of importance. Also, in his letter to tne Sec- 
retary AVeinberger spelled out the Department of Health, Education and'wel- 
fares intention in this area, nnd I submit his letter for the record. We suggest 
that the report on the legislation clarify the distinction made by the Secretarv 
in his letter 

SUMMARY 

« ^^^i^^™^":, ^^^^'"^ radio -Rations support H.R. 4564 with the stated ' 
qualifications and amendments nndJo^o urge its expeditious passage. 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, ' 

^ ^ Washington, D.C., May 29 1975 

Mr, Matthew B. Ooffky, , , *£^, zif/o. 

President, Association of Fume Radio Stations, 
Washington, B.C. 

Dear Mr. Coffet: I am writing to clarify those a.spects of the Department's 
wlTiTTn Tel^"^"^""l^ation.s Facilities and Demonstration GrantTrSn 
which specifically pertain to radio. ^ 
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At t|ie time tlie hill waw prepared, j?eneraljangnage was used to cover both 
radio and television broadx^a^tlng facilities, Ho\veVer,>the section which provides 
broad guidelines for priority funding wiis drafted primarily with television in 
mind, the Department recognizes that the trt^tge of development of public radio 
is such that a different set of guidelines for funding priorities is appropriate. 
Rather than c<miplieate the language of the bill and unduly limit the ability of 
the program, to, deal with oniuiging circumstances, it is our view that these dif- 
ferences in funding priorities^between radio and television are best handled 
through the published regulations. 

It is the Department's intention to continue a separate set of priorities for 
radio in the next publication of the Facilities Program regulations which Nvill 
repo§rnize th<» neetl to activate a s«l)sfjuitial number of new public radio stations. 
We will welcome your organization's comments on those j)roposed regulations, 

With regard to the Deimrtment'jHFttnding plan* fof'Tacilities'and Demonstra- 
tions covering the five years for which we are seeldn(^ authorization, our current 
intent iou Is to devote approximately $1 million of the available funds to tho n^n- 
l>ro(idcast demonstration program^ and the remaining fundfs to support broad- 
casting facilities. ' ' . 

This amounKis to some extent dependent on the total level of funding for the 
program. If ap^t«ctJ)riations differ significantly from the ^mount requested in 
the President's budget, then a reassessment would be appropriate. 

The Deitirtment of Health, Education, and Welfare appreciates your interest 
in this billVnd we hope that you will find it advantageous to support its pas- 
sage by the^ongress, * 
Sincerely, 

Caspar W, Weinbebger, 

Seorctary, 

Mr, Macdonald, T have not heard from anyone else, 
Mr, GuNX. I-A;v^ould hope that would not apply to television. That is, 
we do see a priority for television. 
Mr. Macdonald, Ri^t. 
Mr, Gu>^>r, And that is valuable, 

MV, MACrfoNALD, Well, the langiia^e is not going to be changed, the 
report would only refer to "radio'' and therefore would not aflFect 
"TV." ' 

Mr. GuNN, Fine, ' . * 

Mr. Coffey. Fine, XowJ' in the last enactment, P,L, 9,^«4, which was 
passed 2 y^rs ago. a new pi-o vision was made for a recording require- 
ment, the so-called Griffin amendment, which was introduml into the 
legislation. That amendment, would require that the riidio station, do 
this, ' j 

Mr, Macdoxaij), Well, that is Senator Griffin, 

Mr; Coffee, Yes; Senator Griffin ^proposed an amendnient. That 
amendment would require that public broadcasting stations record all 
programs that involve controversies and^^intain the tapes of those 
programs for a pei^iod of 60 days. \ ^ j 

That requirement, Vhen we faced up to the reality of it, we found 
that the local stations didn't have the capacity to record that material, 

Mr. Macdonai^d. Strangely enough, T remember that argiiment, and 
T thought at tlie time, but you can refresh my recollection, it fell of its 
own weight that there were not that many controversial programs,^nd 
therefore it would not occupv that mirch space. Is my meruory faulty ? 

Mr. Coffey. Well, we are facing, in docket 19861 at the FCC, which 
is the promulgation of the rules for this, and interpretation of it. 

Now s-e feel that the interprelation is going to put the radio stations, 
which, as you know, ha^e a gieat deal of local programing, uf contro- 
versy, because, they tend to cover the city cdfTncils and local govern- 
mental bc^dies in a position of having to record virtually their entire 
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|cmtput— just as a caution to make sure that they have in fact covered 
themselves. 

■ ^ . /^^.^ P^^^^ is that when we surveyed the radio stations we found 
xhat almost none of them had the log recording equipment necessary 
to accomplish this We approached HEW and asked that they create a 
special timd for the purpose of meeti^ig the requirements of Public 
' ^^^^ ^^^^ amount of some $600,000, be set 

aside for the specific purpose of providing log'recording equipment to 
meet this Federal requirement. HEW indicated to us in 1974, thviU 
they were unable to create a special fund because they did not have 
anauthority for that within the authorization bilL - 

I would ^iggest to the committee that the need is still here. Most of 
the stations still do not have that capability to record and I would hope 
that some language can be worked out to allow HEW, in this par- 
^ ticular instance, to create a special fund for the purpose at pr6viding 
this single piece of equipment to the existing stations. ^ 

Mr. Macbonald. In other words, what you would be asking ior is 
just one additional piece of equipment ? . 
* Mr. CoFTEY. That is correct. 

Mr. Macdonald. That is to record qoritroversial matters ? 
« Mr. Coffey. That is right. 

Mr. Macdonald. And what is an average cost on that ? 

Mr. Coffey. Those range from $3,000 to $6,000 apiece . 

Mr. Macdonald. And how many stations are there ? 

Mr. Coffey. There tvould be about 150 stations that would need 
that. 

Mr. Macdonald. I will let you do the mathematics. What does it 
come out to?^ ^ 

Mr. Coffey. Koughly, $585,000. 

M^. Macdonald. Half a pillion dollars ? ' , 

Coffey. KigJit. I would «ay here is a particular case where an 
enactment has created a burden for a piece of equipment. Bather than 
reqiur© the stations to fill out what is now an almost 40-page form and 
raise 25 percent of the money locally to match with the 75-percent 
Federal share, we should establish some procedure that would be less 
formal, which would allow this particular piece of equipment to be 
available. 

Mr. Macdonald. Have you discussed it with HEW? 

Mr. Coffey. Yes. ' 

Mr. Macdonald. What is their reaction ? 

Mr. Coffey. Keally, their reaction is represented in their letter that, 
unless th^ authorizing legislation is changed, they cannot do it. ' V 

Mr. Macdonald. Where would vou like to see it changed ? 

Mr. Coffey. I don't have specific language drafted but will be happy 
to work it out. 

Mr. Macdonald. Will you get it up here with staff and we will see 
whether or not it can be do^e? 

Does^the other section of public broadcasting have any comments 
about it ? 

Mr. Gttntn. There is no qulBstion it is an expense. I think it is one 
thflft ma.ny pf our stations have already gone to, to provide this record- 
ing ability. It is^ess burdensome,^ I think, ^n television than it4's on 
radiOj. because television bro?idcasts fewer hours, and at the moment 
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is taking more of its programing from outside sources which do that, 
logging for them so that they do not have a great burden on them. «ut 
for some small stations, we have suclia situation. . ^ 

Mr. Macdonald. Aren't you told tS^amtain records of various pro- 
grams for certain lengths of time anyway ? . X- ■ 

Mr. GuNN. They have to retain logs for a certain length ot time. 
They don't have to retain the recording itself as required under the 
given amendment, which is recording of controversial matters. 

Mr. Macdonald. I thought if you wanted to share a program, it has 
been in my experience, I have not utilized the facilities very_ otten, 
but I know once or twice, maybe three times, I have used it, 1 have 
always been able to get back a record. 

Mr. Gttnn, Certainly, any program we distribute tliiough the ftifi 
svstem, we do keep records of.them and a recording. 

Mr. CoFFEY.4 think a lot of people retain them just out of protection 

for themselves. . ' 

Mr, Macdonald. It i^ protection? / 

Mr. Coffey. Exactly. ; tt-ow * -.r^,, 

Mr Macdonau), Did vou make the argument to HEW that you 
should not be penalized 'for payirtgJfehe salaries of those people who 
would have to go through the logs tTlat they make you keep < . 
Mr. Coffey. No, sir. , , , ,j i.^? 

Mr MACD0NALD..Well, I wonder how much that would come to < 
Mr. Coffey. Well,'they would still have to maintain the logs, despite 
the fact vou have this>olution. ' v, +v,„^ if nn 

Mr. l^ACD0NALD.:,But they .don't have to go through them it un- 

recorded ^ 
Mr. Coffey. Welfy tbe log would really just be an index to the tapes. 
Mr. Macdonald; Well, what you are saying is, it would not cost 

much money. . > 
Mr. Coffey. Kight, 

Mr, Macdonald. That is a very fair point. , 

Mr Coffey. Commenting on other sections of the bill, tirst, on 
whatVe considet for public radio a very important provision in the 
bill, the inclusi(^ of private schools in the progi;am fpr the hrst time. 

We have felt, that the resources of private schools have really not 
' been explored suiffoiently in this whole area of radio. 

Mr. MacdoNAJld. How do you define "private schools ) 

Mr Coffey. T .^ould define it as "absence of public support. In 
other words, that it is education supported by nontax sources; so tor 
example, AmeMcan University here in town, which is not a tax- 
supported institution but which runs a public radio station. 

Mr. MaOdo5^at.d. Eight. Well, how about, not that I am keen on 
cettinir into an argument, because I have heard it from so many cUt- 
ferent sources, ^l3ut after splitting, Congre.ss, in its wisdom, passed a 
law that grained certain specific tax-paid information science pro- 
grams to parochial schobls. 

Mr. Coffey. Yes. . ^ . , , ^ . , 

Mr. Macdonald. And under your definition, are they tax supported 

or non-tax supported? j ^ 

Mr. Coffey. They would be non-tax supported. 
Mr. Macdonald. Even though they were in this situation ? 
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Mr, Coffey. Even thouf^h they were at some point tax supported or 
had a special program. • 

I mean, if you look at Parvard Uaiversity, for instance, it is a pri- 
vate schooJ^, as far, as I am concemed> although they get conside|:able 
governmental funds for research activities and things of that sort. 

Mr, Macdonald. They don't get as nmch as they used t», . 

Mr. Coffey. Yes; but I think it is an important area of American 
education ^e have ignored and that it would be very appropriate to 
have th^m contribute their resources to public radio. Some of them 
are doing it to date and {fre very good examples of public radi^ 
stations. 

On the subject of demonstrations, I agree with the derrlonstrations 
program. We have discussed it in our APRS Board of Directors and 
feel that really the demonstrations being*included in this bill, gfves 
us the first opportunity to really look at some of the new technology. 

Now, in the Secretary's letter to me, he in^dicated that they were 
seeking approximately $1 million a year, as I understand it. 

T have had several conversations with people at HEW concerning 
this, the indication being that they would be satisfied to get that 
amount of money because they think it"' is going to stimulate con- 
siaerable private investment from the health science area, from the 
^ocial services area, which will make some of these demonstrations 
happen. 

- I think ^e have had some successful examples. Mr. Law talked 
about some yevSterday. I think that the examples of the use of radio, 
for insj^asrice, in Alaska, in medical care, is compelling.* In comnmnicat- 
ing with the paramedics on how to handle a patient until he gets to the 
hospital, and in other ways these are valuable things to demonstrate. 

So I really look itt this amount of money, if it is going to be $1 
million a year for each of the 5 years as being seed money, as being 
venture money and money that we should not try to look at too care- 
fully. We should not trv to have all of the projects laid out in advance 
because it may miss sflme opportunities for us, particularly T think 
that is true in the social service area. 

Mr. Macdonald. Well, from what your testimony has been so far, 
Mi% Coffey, I take it yoVi are perfectly satisfied with your prearrange- 
^ment with HEW? 

Mr. Coffey. Well, let me make two comments about it : 

In Mentis of the resources, T tlunk that itis necessary that the money 
be increased to $35 million per year as a minimum. 

Mr. Macdo xaTjD. $35 million per year? 

Mr. Coffey. Yes, for the facilities portion of the prog^^am. I think 
unless we do that, we are.really begging the question. 

^Mr. Macdoxald. We cannot leave out money for demonstration 
projects, you just spoke of so highly? 

Mr. Coffey. I think the .demonstration projects should be* included 
in this legislation, but as a separate title. 

Mr. Macdonat.d. How much? 

Mr. Coffey. Up to $1 million a year as the Secretary indicated, was 
his intention. ^ • 

Mr. MACDONAT.D. If you take that view of the Secretary's memo- 
randum that says, "I don't want regulations that give first priority 
to new stations," where does that'' leave demonstration programs? 
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Mr. Coffey. Na, T am talking about thi^^sir. 
Mr, Macdoxald. Something elsff? ' 
Mr. Coffey. No, I am talking about this letter to me. 
Mr. Macdoxald. I am talking about— well they are both supposedly 
written by the same man. ^ 

Mr> Coffey. Same person, yes. ^ . i i o 

Mr. Macdoxald. How do you read one vis-a-vis the other i 
Mr. Coffey. I think passing of time is <^e. bnly way you can read 

them. ^ . . ' i.' " \ 

Mr. Macdoxald. Unfortunately, he is not even going to pass time,^ 

he is going to phase out ; isn't he ? 

Mr. Coffey. That is my ufiderstanding, yes, ^ir. 

Mr. Macdoxald. That one reason I always don't like to see things 
just left up to tlie discretion of various Secretaries because Secre- 
taries come and Seci-etaries go, and the law doesn't very often. Many 
come, but most of them stay that prove of any worth at all. But you 
s|ill wowld rather havejiis word than have it in a regulation? 

Mr. Coffey. No, no. 

Mr. Macdoxald. In a bill ? }4 . 

Mr. C()FFEY.v3^. T would liKe to have the demonstration money in 
the bill, but at the $1 million .level as a separate and specific amount 

^ Mr. jIacdoxald. So in your ballpark,^t would be a total of $35 
million a year? • mi i. • 

Mr. CoiTEY. A year, yes, sir; that would be "my view, ihat is my 
estimate of the minimum for that amount of money. 

Mr. Macdoxald. And how many radio stations do you have ? 

Mr. CoFEEY. We now have 176. 

Mr. Macdoxald. And Row many new facilities did you have? . 

Mr. Coffey. Over this .5-year period,. we will be asking fqr this year ? 

Mr. Macdoxald. How many'did you ask for in fiscal 1975 ? 

Mr. CoffiCy. There were approximately 70. 

Mr. Macdoxald. About 70 new (Wies ? 

Mr. Coffey. Right. 
' Mr. Macdoxald. And how many did you receive funding, for ? 

Mr. Coffey. We have not^received funding us of yet because of the 
delays, which is the sex^ond part of my statement. 

Mr. Macdoxald. How many do you anticipate? I am askindr about 
fiscal 1975 which is running out. 

Mr. Coffey. I would expect they would grant approximately 30 
awards. 

Mr. Macdoxld. So more than half of yours are going to get turned 
down? 

Mr. Coffey. Yes, sir. , 

Mr. Macdoxald. And the main reason they are going to get tu-med 
down is HEW'is goin^i^o tell you they don't have eftough money. 
Mr. Coffky. Lack of resources. 

Mr. Macdoxald. What do you think when HEW only wants to 
ask for $1 million for demonstration programs and $7 njillion per year? 
^Ir. Coffey. It should be $34 per year, 
Mr. Macdoxald. Per year? 

Mr. Coffey. Per year. So it Avoiild be $85 million for each y^ar ot 
the legislation- 
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Ml-; Macdonald. And that would do yoirfine ? 
Mr, Coffey, That will do us fine: 

M-;^^^^ '^^- ^^'^ speaking: not just for yourself Sut for the 
pubhfc broa'dcasting radjo stations ? 

Mr, Coffey, t am speaking: for the radio stations and I think Mr 
l^mis testimony reflected ^85 million a year as-lJeinff the CPB rec- 
ommendation also. 

Mr Maodonald. Well when I asked him for a figure, he said he 
last hour'^ ^^^}^ together, unless my memory has evaporated in the 

Mr. Coffey. Well, I thought that was in his testimony, / 
Mr. Macdoxald. my would he have to get it together if lie had it « 
Mr. (jTUNN. I think he was referring to the 'demonstration project 
which vou were inquiring about, ' . ■ 

,^Iacdoxau>. I am talking about how much money you want for 
^ .the bill. . ^ 

Mr. GuNx. That is right. So I^t]*ink it has^o be rethought with the 
demonstration activity asja distinct item to* be examined, 
Mr. Macdoxald. I thought you indicated, I was told yesterday for the 
• first time^ e to 1? ' J 

Mr. Guxx. The ratio is not in the bill, 
" ^^^^f^^ci^^^ALD. It is not any place. I think it is in somebody's head 
at HEW. ^ 

Mr. Coffey. They talked about many ratios with us. 

Mr. Macdoxald. My point is, and^ I hope I am not tiring of the 
w^ole s^ibject, but I am getting a little tired of trying to help you 
people out in getting money I think you need and you telling me you 
don t need it. I am not about to tilt at a windmill. If you don't need- : 
the money, it is the 'best news I^r heard. 

Mr. Coffey. We need it very rnttek 

Mr. Macdoxald. I don^t have to f^lNQ,nybody for it. I don't have to 
t?ow^^^^l^^* ^^^^ happy with the money you are getting, fine, 
if happy to give it to you ; you have no problem, right? 

Mr. Coffey. No, sir. I am saying we are not happy wit^the amount 
of money and we want the monev increased. 

Mr. Macdoxald. By how mucli ? 

Mr. Coffey. By $35 million per year for each of the 5 yeai-s.of the 
legislation so that it would be increased by approximately $28 million 
a year ov^r what HEW requested in their bill. 

Mr. ATacdoxau). Well, $28 million a year or $28 million for the 5- 
year funding? 

Mr. Coffey. A year. 7 

Mr. Macdoxald. Well, sir, I have not ever been accused of being 
bright at figures. $28 million for 5 yeai-s is $140 million. 
Mr. Coffey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macdoxald. That is your ballpark figure ? 
Mr. Coffey. Yes, sir. . 

Mr. Guxx. Our ballpark for television, exclusive of demonstration 
and exclusive of radio, is approximately $45 million a year average 
for a total of about $237 million. 

Mr. Macdoxald, So you would like $237 million ? 

Mr. Guxx. Yes. 

Mr. Macdox^ald. And the demonstration programs are orphans in 
the wind?- ^ ^ f 
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Mr. GuNN. No. * , 

Mr. Maodokald. Not twisting and twisting with the wind but tliey 
are just out there. 

Mr. GuNN. Well, we caino out in response to Mr. Wirth's question. 
We promised to come back with our best estimate of what that program 
should be. * 

Mr. 'Maodonald. But, as of now, you w^ould like, this is both of you 
together? 

Mr. CorFEY. Eight. , . . "7 

Mr. Macdonald. Would like $367 million more ? . 

Mr. Coffey. No. I think it is a range we are talking about. I am on 
the low end of the range, and he is on the high ehd of the range, the low 
end being $175 million and the high being what ? 

Mr. GuxN. $220 or $237 million. 

Mr. Macdonald. How do we determine the amount is what I am ask- 
ing all of you. 

Mr. Coffey. Well, I think it is pick a rniwwfc er in the range. Un- 
fortunately. 

* Mr. Macdonald. Well, what number do yon pick ? 

Mr. Coffey. I would pick the $175 million for the bill for the 5-year 
period, 

' Mr. Macdoxald. What number would vou pick ? 

Mr. GuNX. I think we would like to take the $287 for the 5-year pe- 
. riod and add whatever radio advises that they need to do the ]ob they 
want to do. We have very specific things that We think can be done in a 
5-year period for public television. 

'Mr, Macdonald.' I must say, in all honesty, although perhaps un- 
fairly, this is not the greatest economics of putting tpgether figures to 
he asked for from a congressional committee that I have ever see>i 6r 
. heard, but maybe that is because we sprung it on you, I don't know. But 
I would think thai you would not be sprung on from left field. I would a 
hav(^ thought you would have had something in mind. ^ 

Mr. Coffey. Sir, it is my understanding we were going to ask for $35 
million per yea»r, but apparently that is not the understanding of all of 
the members of public broadcasting. 

Mr, GuxN. That was not understood Ijy me. That is why I cun't re- 
spond today, but we will provide you with our joint recommendations 
-shortly. ' ^ 

Mr. Macdonald. Who had you communicated with ? Well, I won t 
go into it. 

I don't know, but it seems to me you don't present a very well-or- 
ganized figure because I am liot going to have months to do this. 

Mr. Coffey. That is agreedjo., ^ ; ^ 

Mr. Macdonald. And you have a rather hostile 0MB, T thinlCmay- 
be not personally hostile. 

Mr. Coffey. I agree with you, 

Mr. Macdoxald. Or anytKing like that. hut they didn^t give any great 
indication to the subcommittee yesterday that they ielt all of this was 
a great idea or money well spent. 

Mr. Coffey. Right. T agr-ee with you, T think they are not very sup- 
portive of the program and that is why T fhink we have this situation, 

Mr. Macdonald. Well, the only way you will get support is to give 
yourself some support. ♦ ^ 
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Mr. Coffey. Riglit. ^ 

Mi\ Macdonald. We are not f?oing to convince them. You have to do 
what you can. 
Mr. Coffey. Right. 

Mr. Macdonald. Does anyone hav^ anythin^j^ more^ " 

Mr. Coffey. I would like to address one item, Mr. Chairman, and 
that is on the subject of depreciation which was brought up yesterday. 

Because of the nature of the radio stations — the vast majority of 
them are university-based — thev do not have, in most cases, under 
State law, the authority to accumulate money for depreciation, 
a I think that the statement that wjfs made yesterday by HEW was 
that the depreciation should not be funded out of this j)rogram. This 
statement is one that really ought to have a lot ihore study before a 
determination is made as to how to handle it. 

Congressman Brown referred to it today. He may have a goqd idea, 
that we may want to say : All right; now that the program is 12 years 
old, ht)\v are we going to handle depreciation because equipment is 
wearing out and what is the Federal role in depreciation? But I think 
to just cut off the program and say,^'NQ depreciation should be funded 
in it," is really shortsighted on the pai-vof the Department. 

That completes my statement, feir. 

Mr, Macdonald. Do you have anything further ? ^ 

Mr, (tUNn. No, sir, ' . 

Mr, Macdonald. Have you ? 

Mr, Bair. No, 

[Mr. Bair's prepared statement follows :] 

Statement of Dr. George E. Bair, National Association of Educational 

Broadcasters 

Mr, Chairman and members of the Committee, I am I)r, George E, Bair, 
Director of the University of North CaroHna Television System, a member of 
the Board of Directors of the Public Broadcasting Service, and member of the 
Board of Directors of the National Association of ^ducutii)nal Broadcasters, It is 
in this latter capacity that I appear h^re today. The NAEB is the national 
professional society whos"^ membership Consists of individuals engaged in or 
concerned with educational and public telecommunications. AVith approximately 
3000 individual members, representing a variety of related vocations in all forms 
of communications media, ranging from managers, producers, graphic artists, 
and engineers, to journalists, educators and administrators, the NAEB is dedi- 
cated to the goal of providing professi(j^«t services to individuals and their 
institutions in the entire field of public trfecommunicatinns. 

Formerly, in addition to its role as the professional society for individuals and 
institutions, the XAEB had been the national voice and representative far .public 
television stations and public radio stations throughout the country. As the result 
of a- reorganization of national organizations, direct representation of public 
television and radio stations now resides in other groups w'ho are also testifying 
before this ( onimittee. The NABB is now enabled to concentrate its attentions 
upon the individual within the telecommunications professions. Through pro- 
ffwsional development services, publications and informafional clearing houses, 
research and planning services, seminars and conventions and other means, the 
NABB seeks to advance the dissemination of knowledge, information and educa- 
tion by public broadcasting and t'elecommupications to the end that the benefits 
of electronic communic^itions may be extended to all persons, and current and 
developing communications technologies may be more fully utilized. 

With these broad missions in mind, the XAEB has studied with care H R 
4564, "The Telecommunications Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975", The 
NAEB supports the principles and the broad outline of this proposed legislation, 
and, with the modifications which are described i)elovv, the NAEB urges favorable 
action upon the bill. 



ERIC 



^ 135 

UR. 4r,(W describes two banir funding proKrnins : (1) Hv^vear 
support for public radio and television l>roadeastinK facilities ^'''^ '\^;'^^^'^^ 
Sd withVmphasis uimn "th. adaptation of existing,' ^^^X '^^^^^ 

ional broadcast facilities to broaden edncati(uial uses ^''^T . f..r 

of Se noustration or ''nonbroadcast telm)mmnnications fadl ties and «^rvices f r 

he tr^^^^ distribution, and delivery of health, education, and social 

service inforniatlon''. The NAEB will discuss each of these fundii^' proKranis 

"""^WUh^resSlTo the i€l€i^ommumvaiUmn facilities program, the NAKB strongly 
supports extension of public broadcast facilitieH funding: for a ^ve-year per od. 
However, a prime deficiency in the bill is the administratjc^n s unreal s icall> bm 
funding level, which proposes $7 million a year for five J'^"" ^<>'- ? /otal of only 
$35 miVlion dollars. I)etaile<l statistics submitted by VVl^ PBS M R and other 
public broadcasting groups demonstrate clearly that broadcast 
for the next tlve years must be substantially liigher if the goals of facilities legis- 
lation, from 11)62 onward, are to be achieved. The history of the public broad- 
casting facilities program over the last dozen years has been an extraonlinari y 
successful one. The dollars exiHMided in facilities irrograms have significantly 
Increased the number of public radio and television stations which have beomie 
operational. This program has likewise resulted, in substantial inmrovements in 
power coverage and operational characteristics of existing pirf)lic broadcast 
.stations. The matching fund fornnda which has been built into tht^ program has 
assured that large amounts of State, local, and private funds have U»en de<licated 
to public broadcasting in return for Federal funding. Through the amalgam of 
Federal and matching funds.^'the American public has benefitted through an 
expansion in tne total number of public broadcast outlets, through an t^nhance- 
nient of the technical and production capabilities of tlK*!* facilities, and through 
an attendant imi>rovement in the cultural, educational and instructional pn)- 
grammiiit; providW l)y these stations. The Federal Government'« participation 
in the facilities program has been a high yield investment that is still paying 
substantial dividends to the public. . 

But the goabi of the facilities program are still far J'rom fulfilled. Many 
people and many sections of the country are still outside tlie coverage of public* 
radio and television. A realistic goal !s that at least IMK/. of the iM>pulatlon can 
. receive an adequate sigiml from a public radio and television broadcast stati<m. 
There is a continuing need for more transmitters^! nd towers and technical hard- 
ware for incre^es in power and the extension of broadcast service, for mod- 
ernization and ol-erhaul' of igudlo and production and related facilities. The 
XAEB beHeves that the funds to be allotted to the facilities program for the next 
five years must l)e increased substantially above the $7 ndllion annual figures 
'proposed by the administration, so that existing operations may be maintained 
and improved, and new operations by public radio and public television broad* 
casters mav be encouraged. 

Increased Federal funding is also needed, in the NAKB's opiidon. to permit 
effective implementation of the new thrust of the facilities program, which seeks 
to foster broader telecommunications usages by" i)Ubnc broadcast licen.sees. The 
new title for Subpart A of Part IV of Title IM of the Communieatlons Act, which 
in the past has referred only to "(Jrants for Facilities", would under the proposed 
legislation appropriately refer to "Telecommunications Facilities". And among 
the criteria for approval of grants under this legislation would be the extent to 
which the applicant lias achieved "the adaptation of existing ncmcoimnercial 
educatitmal facilities to broaden educational uses." This new criterion for 
grants seems clearly designed to help public brf>?.dcast stations toward becoming 
telecommunications (inters by extending equipment eligibility to include items 
not required for broadcasting but capable of extending and strengthening its 
benefits. 

The XAKB l)elieves that these proposed modifications In the facilities program 
are sound and worthwhile. They nn'ognize that it is no longer necessary to 
endure the limitations of single-channels in providing services to the pul)lic. Tliey 
encourage experienced public broadcasters to see themselves as the nucleus 
around which broad-based public corrimunication services and capn cities can be 
developed wisely anft efficiently, The XAEB has for many years urjsred public 
broadcasters to take pioneering roles in these areas by expanding tlieir stations — 
from one-channel distril)uti(m systems — Into Public Telecommunications Centers 
for the design and production of educational, instru^ional, and cultural mat(»- 
rials to be carried to home or school l)y whatever electronic delivery >«iiyatems are 
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iu<mt Hultahle. Sji<-Ji a pulUio tt*le(H)minunlcati<)ns system, mitered upon the pn»)lic 
hroadfust licensee, would einpioy. in j'iddltio;i to l>roadcastlnu; other distrihutioii 
techniques. Such a tehK^ommunications center vvotil<l k,>tai>lish itself as the Iwnl 
publicly responsible imH-lianisui for the professional planninK and execution of 
proJe<'t« desl{nied to actH)mplish flic;nitlcant instructional and social tasks in the 
community, .^tate or rejrion. The NAEB ia convinced that, for economy etflciency 
and effectiveness, public educational telei^mimunications systems inust he 
founded uiMm concepts of interrelated communications functi<m^ c^rformed 
through intej,'rated telecommunications structures. . / 

By emphasiainK the adaptation of existing pulilic broadcast facilities to wider 
uses, the proposed legislation will also provide a healthy stimulus to innovation 
ana diversity by public broadcasters. As Federal licensees, these broadcasts an> 
committed to ascertain and seek to serve tiie many needs and pnrf)iems of their 
communities and coverage areas.STelecominunicutfons (inters will provide these 
broadcasters with the diversity ol^t<M)ls neede<l to serve the diversity of interests 
and groups in their areas. This exiMin:^ion of communicmtions twhniques bv public 
broadcast lict>nse.es will thus parallel their current efforts in the ascertainment 
process, and will hopefully afford a new dimension in services responsive to as- 
certa ne<l problems ami needs. Moreover, tiie diversity in communications tools to 
handle varying needsirhas an additional advantage, inasmuch as the ability to 
serve specific new audiences through^speclfic techniques geared to tl.^^lr needs 
and Interests i)rovldes Increased opptTrtunltles for local funding sources. As such, 
expaiision luto\telecommunlcatloiis by public broadcasters can represent a slgnlf- 
ica lit economic as well as pnr^mming extension of the Federal Investment In 
facilities. 

A number of local, state and regional educational tele<M)nmiunlcatlons sys- 
tems are now In various stages of development. Educathmal Institutions public 
broadcasters, state teIe<M)mmunlcatlons authorities, and regional and national 
associations In the tele<^)mmunlcatlons field are all actively working to advance 
these, concepts of wise utilization of scarce fre<iuencv space through Integrated 
telecommunications systems. A number of public broadcasters now successfully 
operate more than one public radio and/or pubri<' television system. Other public 
broadcasters, such as the television outlets In Ujs Vegas. Nevada, and (leveland, 
Ohio are proving that the marriage between public television and Xiistructlonal 
Television I'^xe<l Service (ITKS> facilities can result lu signlficanMy greater 
Injjtructlonal channel utilization amk>vidt^r variety In program format. 

The XAEH believes that the proposed legislation will serve to promote the 
nipld development of these tele<'ommunlcjUloiis actiMtles by public broadcasters 
The NAKB supports these j)rovl.slons.. and urges this (^anmlttee either in the 
legislative history or In th^ language of the bill Itself to make clear through 
appropriate Illustrative examples the range of telecommtinlcations tools, from 
ITFS to cable, that br<md'ca®t licensee may utilize "to bn)aden ed^lcational 
us^*s" of public broadcast facilities. 

With respect to ielecommunicatiom dcmfmatration progmma, the NAKH favors 
this new approach In Federal funding. However, it believes that clarification is 
neede<l rejjardlng the nature and extent of the dem<mstration prognimt^. and the 
proportionate share of funding to be allocated to demoiistratbm progilams. 

According to the declaration of purpose in propose<l Secthm 3m) <yf the Act. 
the demonstration pn)gnims are aimed at the develrtpment of "the Use of tele- 
communleatlons technologies for the distribution arid dlssemlnatlm^ of health, 
educatlim and other social service infornuitlon." The sanie^lescKptlon of the 
goals of dem<mstrati<m programs Is c<mtalned In propose<l siwj^tXm 392A. While 
the NAEB believes that the=*H»<crlbed objecflves enc(mi pass ^^jjsiiiliy services, 
nonetheless It believes tl;at the legislation or the legislative history 'should ex- 
plairj ^*^'»/ Mit-He descrllied services encompass the entire range of Instructional, 
cultural, and Informative programming services how provided over existing pub- 
lic broadcast and nonbrondcast facilities. 

Section 3i>2A provides that grants and contracts may be made "with public 
and private no^-profit agencies, organlzatbms. and Institutions for the purpose 
of carrying out telecommunications demonstrations", it Is to be noted that grants 
for facilities programs ( Including tele<M)mniunicatlons features "to broaden edu- 
cational uses") will contlnite to be available for non-c<mimerclal public broad- 
casting licensees, and that public bn>adca«ters will aim be able to apply for tele- 
communications demcmstratlon program grants. Accordingly, public broadcasters 
will be encouragwl thn)ugh both portions of the proposed bill to explore and 
utilize innovative telecomnmnicatlons methods and techniques. 



ERIC 



137 . 

The propoc^ed. bill atateti that "nonhroadcast telei'omniuuicatlons facilities*' 
iuchide. but are not limited to. i'al)le television^ystems, comninnlcations satellite 
systems, and other trann^n'^sion methods. Although this definition- of telecom- 
muuication demonstrati(m facilities is admittedly not an exhaustive listing, 
uonethelesH the NAEB believ(>M that it would hk" useful if th^ legislative hi^tocy 
would articulate representatFve transmission methods otherHhan cable and satel- 
lites, such as low-cost audio and video cassettes, the sub-channel capacity j^f FM 
^ stations. ITFS, computer data a|id print -out te<'hni(iues. In this way, the lyoad 
scope of innovative technolo^es to be studied under the demons^tratloii programs 
will be underscored. The NAEB b^^lieves also that demonstration programs, at 
least during the Initial history of tftis legislation, should conc^entrate upon proj- 
ects which have the proifilse of l/ng-range benefits to the public service com- 
munications systems, and which have realistic prospects for practical imple- 
mentation once the demonstration sta^s Have been completed. 

Finally, it is essential that the bill, through tts specific language or throug^l 
its legislative history, should outline the proper ratio of fund allocation between 
the' facilities and demonstration portions of the proiM)se(l legislation. By far the 
greater j)roportion of funds should be apportioned for the facilities program, to 
enable public radio and television brpadcAsters to maintain and improve and , 
extend over-the-air service across the country. The immediate priorities therefore 
- lie with the facilities program. Various ratios have been suggested, including a 
10:1 ratio of facilities to demonstration portions. While the exact determination 
of the ratio is important, it is equally important that a ratjo should b^ reached, 
so thai intelligent planning both for facilities pj-ograms and for demonstration 
programs^may proceed, " . ^ 

With the limitations and comments noted abnj^, XAEB is-pleased to sup- 
port both portions of the propostni legislation. In lignT^ the varied distribution 
techniques available today or on the immediate horizmty tMs no longer neces- 
^sary or even appropriate for the broadcast transmitter to !>SjtlK\exclusive nucleus 
for public communications service. Tlie adoption of these new r^hnologies will 
bring a profound change in institutional behavior. No longer nee^^TVi^ think in 
terms of broadcast stations transmitting standard programs, but rathet In terms 
'of public communications agerft-ies utilizing a variety of interrelated transmis- 
sion modes and means. Tljis enll-anced capacity will permit extended services 
to an even wider range of educational and cultural pun>oses. and a closer en- 
gagement with a broader spectrum of community forces and institutions. The Tele- 
communications Facilities and Demonstration Act of 15>75 has enormous poten- 
tiality for developipent of such public telecomnum^j^ations centers. If enact^ with 
appropriate increased Federal funding levels, nnd with reasonable ratios between 
telecommunications facilities and telecommunications demonstration programs, 
this bill could well be^ landmark in legislation as significant as the Educational 
Television Facilities Act of 1962 or the^Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, 

^fr, MA('D()N.vi.n. Thank yon, gentlemen, very much, and I would 
add one note, neither oi caution or anything else, I would get cracking 
at it as soon as I can if you expect anything to happen. 

Mr. (^OFFKY. We will, sir. 

Mf. Ma( D()Naij>. Tliank you all very much again. 
This cBncIudes the hearings, 

[The .following statements and letters were received^for the record :] 

StATEMENi ut THE JoiNT CoiTXt^L d.-n EDI'^'ATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

I.VTRODl'CTION 

^.JChe Joint Council on Educational Telecommunications (,TrET) is a twenty- 
five year old consortium of national and regicmal. nongovernmental, nonprofit 
educational orga"l7atl(^ ; its membership includes many of the leading organi- 
zations in education and in public broadcasting such as the American Council 
on Education, the American Association of School Administrators, the National 
Education Association, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, the American 
Library Association, and the National Association of Educatiimal Broadcasters. 

The ,TCET wholeheartedly supports H.R. 4564, The Telecommunications Facili- 
ties and Demonstration Act of 197'), with only two reservations: first, that the 
level of funding is seriously deficient if the purposes of the program are to be 
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advanced even moderately ; and second, tliat the legislative history, if not the 
language of the .statute itxelf. should make clear the proportion of funds 'author- 
ized for each portion. 

THE FACILITIES PROtJRAM * 

With respect to the first of these concerns. JCET associates itself with the 
^exhaustive research submitted in these hearings hy the ('orixiration for Tublic 
''Broadcasting and others, which illustrates the true funding needs necessiiry 
to achieve the original purposes of the Facilities Trogram. The JCCT recognizes 
that the realization of lOO^r saturation of public broadcasting signals — radio 
and television — throughout the country is impractirahle. But we urge that a 
reasonable saturation of HT) to lK>'/r, which in within practicable range, should 
he the program's goal. Demonstrably, that goal has not been reached. 

Tlie JCKTV was among the leaders in urging enactment of facilities legisla- 
tion in UnV2, and recalls that the tirst five-year funding appropriati(»n for the 
program was $32 million. Over the coming five years, the demand for the estab- 
lishment of new stations and the upgrading of existing ones in pursuit t)f tbe 
goal of H.V9(K/r houseliold coverage makes the presently-budgeted $3o million 
wholly inade(iuate. not only in terms at the total numbers of dollars, but equally 
'in terms of relative buying power of 1002/60 dollars vs 1075/80 dollars. The 
research referred to above makes nmnif est that the Administration's $7 million 
per year will not even permit the maintenance of current levels of operation; 
thus, system ob.solescence will increase, aiuLnew areas of service will be develoi)ed 
with painful slowness, results threatening the vitality and viability of the wholes 
Dublif broadcasting system. 

The application of Federal and local funds, the dedication -of thousands of 
talented educators, administrators and broadcast professionals, the clearly- 
, developtMl bank of programs as well as the potenti&l- for thousands more in the 
years to come — all these r«j)resent an investment which must not.be jeopardized. 
JCET urges the funding of the Facilities Program over the next five years in 
annual increments which will permit not merely maintenance of the. system at 
its present level, but will insure its growth and -improvement Jo the Maximum 
practicable extent and efficiency. 

THE DEMoNSTHATIOIT FBOQRAM 

The JOET's second concern is directed to that proportion of available funds 
to be allotted to the demonstration program. We believe tlmt this program must 
be adequately funded, hut that the far greater share of funds must be allotted 
to the facilities program. We urge that the legislative history make this clear, 
even to the extent of suggesting appropriate ratio between the two. JCET's 
reservation in this regard is not intended to diminish its enthusiastic support of 
the (lemonstrati(m project. Indeed the nature of JCKT's mission is intrinsically 
linked to such a program. For example : 

JCET is currently acting as secretariat to, and was instrumental in the 
founding of. the new Public Service Satellite Consortium, a nonprofit corpora- 
tion the purposes of which include : arranging for and promoting the shared 
use of satellites and other communications capabilities as delivery mechan- 
isms for health, educational and other public services: assisting in coor- 
dinating the telecommunications planning activities of public and private 
institutions and agencies; providing a mechanism to identify and aggregate 
potental users ; acting as the latter's agentJn arranging communications 
services on a cost-sharing basis ; and developing pra(^tices encouraging the 
exi)erimental uses of new telecommunications services. ^* 

JCET is co-sponsoring (with the University of Mid-America, the Federal 
Interagency Commihee (J» Education and the Council for the Progress of 
Nontraditlonal Studies) a major National Conference In June to* explore the 
opportunities and challenges of open learning systems, notttraditional study 
programs and the role of new technologies in the open learning process; 

JCET, in its role as interface between the educational community and the 
government's involvement through the National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration in communications satellite development and experimentation, 
\^ also co-sponsoring (with the American Institute of Aeronauhcs and 
Astronautics and the Department of Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans 
Administration) a cohference in Denver in July to provide an exchange 
ideo/S' between designers of communications satellites and those concerned 
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with their potential for health care, education and other public service 
uses. Further, the J(^ET has been intimately involved with the develbpineut 
of, and reporting on, the satellite technology demonatrntions in thr Kocky 
Mountain and Appalachian areas as well as the medical education ^experi- 
ments in Washington, Alaska, Montana and Idaho, which until May JUth 
" were being conducted via NASA's ATS-6, S and -1 ^^ntellites, 

JCET also works with such organizations as the National Television 
Association, PubliCable (a consortium of organizations and individuals 
concerned with public service uses of <'al>le technology) and The Public 
Broadcasting Service, the Corporation for Public^ Broadcasting and other 
elements of its own membership in exploration of the application of all 
communications technology and techniques to the needs of education and 
public service. 

It is clear then that JCKT's support of a progratn to employ Federal monies 
to fund demonstrations and experiments designed to explore the effectiveness, 
of communications technology in furthjpring public ne^ds is wholehearted. Broad- 
casting, effective as it has proven in the broadening of educational and cultural 
opportunities for a large portion of the American pertple, cannot alone serve all 
the needs of fonnal and informal education, and of other social services. For 
these multi-purpWe* mnm-channcls are needed ; old patterns and modes of 
distribution no longer serve, and the single transmitter serving a single public 
at a singular time cannot achieve the variety of results which our increasingly- 
complex society demands. Already, for example, educators concerned with the 
administration of that innovative experiment in open learning, the British Open 
Univetaity, «rt- complaining that "the single television channel available for the 
distribution of its courses is inadequate to handle its traffic. 

New voices are being heard, crying out for new solutions: The recent report 
to CPB by its Advisory Council of National Organizations on Puhlic Broad- 
casting and Education includes among its eleven recommendations: "The CPB 
should ♦ ♦ ♦ (Rec. 0) actively develoj) the educational programming' applica- 
tions of related technologies, in order to meet the educational n^eds of people 
at all age levels: and (Rec. 7) assure * * * an effective program of research, 
evaluation and demonstration regarding edu<'ational applications of public 
hrondcasting and related technologies * * In support of these recommenda- 
tions, the report went on to say : 

**It i.s appropriate * * * to look toward an eventual system in which puDiic 
broadcasting stations serve a core function but which includes the capacities of 
multi-channel cable, low-cost audio and video cassettes, the sub-channel capacity 
of FM stations, further use of the Instructional Television Fixed Service, and 
other mechanisms as they become feasible. Multiple networks based on satellite 
technology are not only possible but also likely: experimentation is already 

underway." , , 

The foregoing evidence of JCET's support for the demonstration program 
contained in the present bill, however, is not intende<l to urge that the majority 
of funds authorized or appropriated be directed to that program. The clear evi- 
dence that others' i^esearch will submit to the subcommittee argue^ conclusively 
that the extension and strengthening of the nation's public broadcasting sy.stem 
has first priority. This is particularly true in the light of the limited funds which 
will probably be available during the early years of the ftve-year funding con- 
templated by the legislation, even thotigh it is hoped that the Congress will^ 
increase the $7 million presently identified'^in the Administration budget. Further- 
more, it mav take some months ^^r the responsible authority charged with 
activating demonstrations to organize procedures and identify significant projects. 
The purpose of the demonstration section of the subject bill is to light the way 
to exemplary uses of technology in the furtherance of educative and welfare 
purposes; the paths thus illuminated must be travelled by regionaT, state and 
local authorities with only incidental help from Federal sources. 

JCET siiggests therefore that either in thelegislatinn or the legislative history, 
a ratio be established between the two secttHtl^of the bill, ^ with the larger propor- 
tion of funds assigne<l to the broadcast faciliwes iirogram and the smaller to th'e 
demonstration portion. This ratio should appfv to' all five years of the bill's life. 
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In summary, the JCET believes that the two sections of this legislation are 
complementary and appropriate and that, on balance, the two , represent a sig- 
nificant extension of the facilities program which can do much to guarantee not 
only the availability of publip radio and television signals to the maximum 
practicable number'of the country's households, but also to contribute significantly 
to the development of a sound, forward-looking public policy in terms of tele- 
' communication^ policy and practice, f 



Statement of the Louisiana Educational Television Authobtty. 
* Re : H,R. 4564, A Bill to Ewtend the EduoationaZ Broadcasting Faciliti^a Pr^am, 

The Louisiana Educational Television Authority ("LETA"), P.O. Box 44064, 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, favors extension of the Educational Broadcasting 
Facilities Program ("EBFP"), but urges that H.R, 4564 be amended to correct 
what we perceive to be two principal weaknesses of the Bill: (i) the funding 
level ($7 million) is less th^^n half that of some previous years and should be 
increased to at least $15 million and (ii) section 4, which gives preference to 
applications for upgrading existing non-commercial broadcast facilities over 
proposals to activate new stations even where the population to be served lacks \ 
any noncommercial serf ice. These changes are necessary to ensure that the. 
progress that has been made in public broadcasting does not stop at the present 
leverof stations and populations served. ' 

LETA was established in 1971 by the Louisiana Legislature for the purpose • 
of providing a complete statewide network of educational and public television. 
^ In 1973, LETA applications for a construction permit and funding assistance 
under the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 (47 U,S, §§ 390 et seq.) were granted 
for a television broadcast station on GhanneL27, in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. 
Channel 27 will be a "flagship" station for the statewide network which will 
ultimately include six transmitting stations (existing ETV station WltES in 
- New Orleans will also interconnect with the LETA- network) which will make 
public television available to every citizen of Ijouisiana. LE3TA presently has 
pending applications for construction permits and funding assistance for stations 
in Shreveport and Monroe, Loulsfana, and plans to file applications for the addi- 
tional stations to complete the network as soon as practicable. These additioi^l 
stations are necessary to bring public television to all the people of Lotd^fana. 

There are a number of other states (at least fifteen) where there is Ao state- 
wide public television service. For example, in Kansas four additional trans- 
mitters must be activated to complete the state plan : until this is accomplished, 
one million people will be without direct service from even a single public tele- 
vision station. Similar lacunae exist in New Mexico, Nevada, Missouri, Montana 
and other states. 

In 1967, Congress in considering amendments to the Act, determined that 200 
to jao additional ETV stations were necessary to more completely provide ETV 
service to all citizens. This goal has not been met*: since 1967, the number of ETV 
stations on the air has Increased by oi^ly 101, for a total of 252 stations utilizing 
the 655 television channels reserved for non-commercial educational assignment 
by the FCC. Public radio, which is also eligible for EBFP funding assistance, { 
is even less available: at least forty perecnt of the public in this country i« out- 
1^ side the service area of any public radio, and there areoinore than twenty major 
urban areas without such service. 

As these examples indicate, there . is a continuing and urgent need for 
federal assistance to encourage andf make possible the activation of new radio 
an/1 television stations. In Louisiana » as in many other states, the availability 
of federal assistance is essential 'to the completion of state and local plans to 
make public broadcasting available nationwide. For these reasons we urge 
tl^t H.R. 4564 be amended to increase the funding level and to revise the grant 
priorities. 
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Bfased on our experience, it is likely that federal assistance of at least $400,000 
is required to activate a single noncommercial station assuming ^that it is part 
of a statewide system where there are (^entral studio facilities. Given the funding 
limits of H,R. 4564, there could be no more than fifteen activations a year if 
all the funds were used for th'yi purpose, Of course, adoption of the funding 
criteria of H,R, 4'564 would mean that the number of a^flvations would dwindle 
to a very few, thus ensuring continued public broad^sting service deprivation 
to a substantial population of citizens. These popu^tions—f those without serv- 
ice^may be denied it forever if the low funding le/el and pifeorities of H,R, 4564 
_ are adopted by Congress. \ 

Section 4 of H.R, 4564 rejects the policy of DHEW, adopts, in 1974, to favor 
proposals^fo upgrade existing fcfcilities over proposals to activate new stations. 
This policy, as applied to applfcations for activations in areas not served at 
aU by public television or radi<p was and is inconsistent with § 392(d) of the 
Act which now requires the Secretary of DHEW to adopt funding criteria de- 
signed to achieve: (i) prompt and eflPective use of all noncommercial Educational 
television channels remaining available and (ii) equitable geographical distri- 
bution of educational broadcasting facilities throughout the Sttrtes. As noted 
above, these goals have not yet been achieved. The DHEW rationale for the 
administrative change in the priorities established in the 1967 Act was that 
• operating stations need federtU assistance to upgrade and improve existing facili- 
ties. We a^na\J|edge that facilities upgrading is important, but submit that it 
is of *a lower p^ority than bringing a first service to people without access to 
any ETV signals which, of course, was the explicit purpose of the 1967 amend- 
ments to the Act. We urge that the funding criteria existing*§ 392(d) be in- 
corporated ir^the present legislation and, indeed, strengthened. 

In this connection, we note that, the long-term Corporation for Public Broad- 
(mstirig Bill (II.R. 0461) proyides'that not less than 4Q% of funds (or $40 million 
or more) must be disbursed by CPB to the licensees and permittees of broadcast 
stations that aige on the air, to be used at the discretion of the stations for, inter 
alia, acquiring, replacing and maintaining facilities. Congress is, therefore, in 
the process of making significant funds available to existing stations for upgrad- 
ing facilities. Since the need for new activations is still acute, the emphasis in 
the Broadcasting Facilities pill should be on provision of ETV and public radio 
to unser\'ed population. 

In summary, we urge the -Subcommittee to adopt an authorization level of at 
least $15 milUfikft^and to require that first priority and a substantial amount 
of the funds be reserved for new activations, "particularly in areas where therp 
are uu existing ETV services. 



Adviouhy Council op National Organizations 

TO THE Corporation for PreLic Broadcasting, 

WnshingtoHy D.C, June 2, 1975, 

Hon. Torbert H. Macdonald, 
Chairman, Home Communications Subcommittee,'^ 
House of Representatives, ' " 

Washington, D,C. ^ 

Dear Mr. Maodonat.d; The Advisory Council of National OrganizSfions to the 
Oorit^)ration for Public 'Broadcasting (ACXO) is a group of representatives of 
44 major nati(mal organizations who provide national supi)ort for the mission 
and goals of public radio and televisirni nt the national policy arid prograinrninj^ 
level. * 

ACXO has long been on record in support of the Educational Broadcasting 
Facilities Program, and wishes to add these comments to the record of the hear- 
ing schwluled before your Committee on H.H. 4564, the "Telecommunications 
Facilities and Demonstration Act of 197.5**. 

AONO .supports the contintiarice of the Educational Broadcasting Facilities 
Program at least at the level of tlie 197.") autRorizfltioii (.$30 million) to con- 
tinue the (m-going need for facilities and also to take into account the desire 
for access to public broadcasting by community groups who may he new appli- 
cants for licenses. - 

ACXO also recognizes and supports the separate authorization and appropria- 
tion of EBFP funds for the application of new technology as a means of improv-. 
ing the quality and quantity of senices delivered by public broadcasting. 
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We recognize your pawt record of leadership in public broadcasting and urge 
your support of this legislation, 
Siri(»erely, 

WlLl^UM F. FOBEt 

} AC NO Chairperson, 



-Federation of Rocky ^[orNTAIx States, Inc., 

J'^' Dehver, Colo,, ApHl 16, 1975, 

Hon, TOBBERT, H, Macdoxald, 

Chainnan, Committee on CoPHfffunieations, House Interstate and Foreign Com- 

mcree Committee, Kay burn House Offiee Building, Washington, D:C, 
• Dear ('onoressman ^Ucdoxald : As the subcornniittee considers the "Tele- 
, Counnnnications Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975," H,R, 4504, I wish 
to rcllwt the deep and continuing concern of the Federatio;i of* Rocky Mountain 
States in respect to effe<'tive and productive developineut of public r)roadcasting 
on our states and region, 

1/ this end is to be achie^d, improvement, eximnsion, and activation .of public 
broadcashng facilities is a nK*essitxaftd the extension of the Educational Broad- 
casting Facilities Program thro ugfi the next five years a prime priority, 

The Rocky ^^ountain Corporation for Public Broadcasting will have supplied 
a detailed listing of ' facilities applications' pending from the region. The sub- 
committee is also well aware of the existing back-log bf qualified applications 
pending and the ol)vi<ms critical short fall of funding requirements vis-a-vis funds 
rejpiested. For a (piick re^onal overview ; there have been filed from our states 
19 applications totaling .^3.65 million. Of this amount $1,04 million is in applica- 
tions carried over from prior years and $1.58 million in 1975 filings We anticipate 
at least as great a carry-over inta next year and also an increase in new applica- 
ti(ms, * , 

\(me of our public television stations ineet state of the art standards. All 
should ! To do this, the present grant rate will require at least five more years 
of Facilities Program Availability with an appropriation at least equal to the 
1074 level. In spite of one and one quarter million-'dollars of local funds com- 
mitted for matching, the federal match isMuipossible at 'the level of authorization 
the bill proiM)ses. National figures would indicate that $24 millioa is necessary 
f{)r FY 1076 merely to meet the back log. • 

Obviously then, the proposed $7 million per year is grossly inadequate to meet 
existing broadcast facilities needs. It is equally inadequate to support additional 
demonstrations in telecommunications technologies to any nwaningful degree. It 
is impossible to broaden the program as proposed with dollars that are alre&dy 
tight. 

We therefore recommend that the subcommittee review needs for both broad-' 
cast facilities and technological demonstration and adopt dollar levels com- 
mensurate wMtJh expressed congressional intent. We further recommend establish- 
ment of congressional guidelines for allocation of appropriated funds for each 
purj)0se indicated. We would then endorse the extension of both th§ Educational 
Facilities Program' and the Technological Demonstration authorization as pro- 
I)osed and request your favorable consideration. ^ 
Sincerely yours, ' . f) 

WiLiiiAM E. Rapp, Ed. 0^- 

Vice President, 




Nevada Educational Oommitnications -CoMMfssioJ^, 

^ Carson City, Nev„ May 29, 1975, 

Re : HR 4564, HR 6461 , 

lion. ToRBERT H. Macdonald, " , 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Communieafions, Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commeree, U.S, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C, 

Dear CoNOREss.vfAN Macdonald: I thought that you might like, to have some 
comments on the up and coming IIR 4564 hearings scheduled to'begin June 4, 
1975. IVe referenced the facilities bill and the CPB bill-because we feel they are 
interrelated. ^ ^ . 

HR 4564 provides veipf little in appropriation Moneys for the many telecom- 
raunicatioris users in this country. To cut the profram from $14,000,000 to $7,- 
000,000 obviously indicates a thinking on Health, ,i5ducation and Welfare's part 
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that the- proi^ram has fulflUed its objw^tives. This is not the case. Many states, * 
including Nevada, have not reached the liopnlation a.s mandated hy the various 
legislative and federal acts. 

Certainly N>vada, Montana, New Mexico. Louisiana andMissouri (to name a 
few) have the federally legislated right to receive funds for construction of new 
public television facilities and telecommunications centers. The ETV growth 
f after in these states has continued, hut in some ca.ses ^^a widely varying rate. 
Wmie'Our neighlmrs exi)and, we attempt to fhid openitiffK^and eonstrneticm funds 
to get started. 

It certainly has been fnist^ating in Nevada over the years since 1967. Tfttee 
attempts to solidify operational 'funds in this state have been forwarded to the 
Legislature, We have been unable to .solidify^ operational support even at times* 
when constniction funding was available. We now plan to build a new network 
based on the facilities of KLVX Channel 10. Las Vegas, to extend their services 
to the rest of the state. The plan for statewide television has !)een in existence 
.since 1969 and with all the work put into it, funding and always funding has been 
the headache. 

We now see a potential abandonment of out interests in . the new IIR 4564 
bill. We see this tendency because of the reducticm in funds to. $7,000,000 and the' 
new criteria for ai>i)licants for the broadcasting facilities prograui. It "Certainly is 
important to fund the exemption of existing stations as there is a deflmite need, 
but we feel construction of new stations should be priority one, eSi)ecially in 
states where one or .only Ihnited facilities are available to the population 
.-^enters. 

In o^r thinking IIR 4564 also ties in witli the Conwration for Public Broad- 
casting bill, HR 6461. CPB funding for the-next five years has increased dras- 
ticaUK 'J^be program reser\'es funds for distribiHion aniong><t the licensees and- 
permittees of nonwmiuercial broadcast stations^ that are on the air. As we men- 
tioned earlier, part of the problem in many of the states lacking educational 
broadcasting facilities is the fact tiiat they can't get on the air, and4hey can't get 
on the air because they can't get ai)erating funds. 

. With this in mind we wmld like to point out a maj(K concern in the GI*B 
bill. The teripinology used on wage 5, lines 15-25 implies that the funds are tyrail- 
able for acquisition of equipment and real property for Uny use. * ' 

The terminology is written in such a way as to imply to us tliat the wording 
was taken from the Educational Broad cas-ting Facilities program. In short, 
facilities eventually will become a CVXi responsibility. My discussions with the 
Educational Broadcasting Facilities program' seem to bear this^out. 

We see no real probleni with this in the future, however we are beginning to 
wonder what happens to- states sirch as <mrs where we are trying to acti\'^ite a- 
new station. VVB supi)lies oi)erating money to a station already on the air, HEW 
provides construction money for a stati(m that wants .to' go on the air, and yet 
no one seems to supply oiwrating money for a station that has not yet gone mi 
the air. * ' < 

We would therefore like to respectfully submit that there are 15 states in this 
country not adequately servcjid by educational and public broadcjistiug statiorts, 
and those 15 states are still attempting to.activate new facilities such as Nevada. 
If we were to lose broadcas"tiug facilities money, or see it spread so tliin that 
"total new activatlx)ns next year might only *be two or three, we <Vould obviously 
feel that the Department of Health, Educaticm and Welfare has completely done 
an about-face with their umndate. 

We therefore would like to see activation of new stations returned to a first 
priority level and funding to continue at a level no lower than $15,000,000. 

Sincerely, ' "j^. * ^ . ^, . 

Jack A. Lemen, Exccutjve Director. 



State of New Mexico, 
Office of the-Goveknor, 

Santa Fe, July 21 1975. 

Hon. ToRBERT H. MACDONALD, . „ r , * * A lPr.^r>in^ 

Chairman Subcommittee on Communtcatwrm, House Interstate and J'oreism 
Commerce Committee, Uayhum Rome Offioc Building, Washington, B.C. 
Dear Congressman Mactonald: I am pleased at the opportunity to offer a 
New Mexico comment on the proposed ''Telecommunications Facilities and Dem- 
onstration Act of 1975"— H.R 4564. . 
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I have long had a de^) perf?onal' interest in public broadcasting" in our state 
and have recently established a new Governor's Oonimission on I*ublic Broad- 
casting to enb-nre an effective statewide system, A\"hen I was a member of the 
Xe\v Mexico Senate, I wa« pleasecl to introduce legislation to make possible 
activation of KRWG-TV- in I^is Cruc»es and strongly supported similar action for 
KBXW-T\" in Portales. Proud as I was nt the time of my supiwrt, I am even 
happier now after watching KRWG's on-air i>erfomiance to have played this 
role in providing their essential sendee to New Mexicx) citizensL 

We have three public television stations in the state, Albuquerque's KNME 
was a pioneer in the Rocky Mountain region in the 50's, KRWG went on-air in 
1973 and KEMV in 1974, All are licensed to public educational institutions and 
are supported primarily by state appropriation, Omgressional action on the pro- 
posed WU is crucially important to them and to New Mexico, 

H.R. 6461, as reported by your subcommittee, will provide long-term insulated 
Federal programing support , for public broadcasting. But, important as tms 
support for expanded local programming is, it means little to a small local station 
lacking equipment to take full aidvantage of it. The can>enter must have the tooLs 
to do the job. H^nce, it is essential to Xew Mexico that the EBFP not only be 
extended but th^t appropriation authorization realistically reflect both the exist- 
ing backlog of qualified applications and the continuing increased local demand 
for the program. 

Prior to the belated FY '75 grants, two of our three public teleWsion stations 
had only one videotape macliine. Three T\^ improvement applications and two 
Radib (one expansion and One activation) were pending. All were carryovers 
from previous year filings. After the current grant announcements, one TV and 
one Radio improvement/eximnsion application will ^ill carry over again These 
total $308,000 Pedeml share. Hence, more than $100,000 ^Xew Mexico dollars are 
still comn^itte<l into the third year since filing. To bring our stations to 1974 
state-of-the-art standards, our Commission anticipates at least two facilities 
grant applications per year for the next five years! On the previous record, local 
matching dollars will again be available frustratingly in advance of national 
support. 

The carryover radio/expansion application cited was filed by the Raniah Nav- 
ajo School Board, Ramah, New Mexico, and we are advised the Navajo Film & 
Medfa Commission will reactivate the previous filing for a TV/ Activation grant 
to the Navajo Nation. Our Commission lias a constructive and supportive interest 
in thij? endeavor and will assist the effort as requested. 

Since these grant re<i nests with which New Mexiw is directly concerned would 
require 15% of the proposed autljprization for FY '76, it is impossible for me 
to view the proposed $7 milHqn ann^ial authorization as resi)onsive or realistic. 
To compound the inadequacy for EBFP alone by including telecommunications 
demonstrations ,suppori; in the .same small pot would be ridiculous. 

Both the facilities program and the proposed demonstrations are vital. Both 
should be funded. Neither can be meaningfully supi>orted at'the i)froposed level, 
Tlie Congress in its wisdom can determine annually the appropriation required 
and practicjible, I>ut the five-year authorizati(m must be reali-stically appropriajte 
to the intent of the bill. The New Slexico Commission recommends authoriza- 
ti(m of not less than the previous .^30 million annually, plus anticipated dem- 
onstration requirements. 

Finally, we note the absence of ground rules in the Act for allocation of funds 
between broadcast assistance and non-broadcast demonstrations. In my judg- 
ment, it would be wise for the Congress to spell out specific guidelines to ensure 
iniplementation of its intent. 

I tt^en emphatically endorse extension of the Educational Broadcasting Facili- 
tiM'^ogram, recommend realistic authorization and specific allocation of funds 
by function and request your favorable action on H,R. 4564 as modified. 
Sincerely, 

Jetrry Apodaca, Governor. 



PuBuc Service SATELLiT#CoN8oRTitrM, 

Washington, D.C., June 6, 1975, 

Hon. TORBERT H. MAtJDONALD, 

Chairman, Fluhcommittee on Communications, Houir of Representatives, Rayhum 
Office Building, WashxngtonlD.C. . } 
Dear Co>roRE88MAN ^{acdotAld: I wish to addfte^the record my support of 
HR 4564, The TelecommunicOTipns Facilities and T^^hionstration Act of 1975. 
I am sure that prior testimony by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting and 
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others has made clear to you that the $7 million presently asked for by the 
Administration for funding both the facilities and demonstration programs in 
each of the next five years is grossly inadequate to accomplish the purposes of 
the legislation, I urge appropriate funding to insure that the nation's public 
broadcasting system will continue to grow in extent and efficiency, and to provide 
for a meaningfulprogram of demonstration and experimentation in applying other 
technologies to education and a wide variety of social services, 

^My interest in this legislation arises from a variety of sources. As you know, 
in my term as Governor of American Samoa, the territory developed «toe o|;,the 
first educational systems using communications technology, a system which re- 
mains a landmark in the successful application of technology to the needs of the 
schools. Further, in the period during which I was privileged >to serVe as Com- 
missioner with the Federal Communications Commission, I supported the facili- 
ties program enthusiastically, and frequently I urged educators and noncommer- 
cial broadcasters to broaden their operations to include any commuuioatious 
technology which could increase their reach and eifectiveness, I called upon the 
broadcasters, in particular, to become telecommunicators, and to work olosely 
with cable systems, ITFS operators, with state and local governments and school 
administrators to put to public service- the revolution in technology w^ch is 
taking place. Necessarily, in these times of limited public and private funding, 
it is difficult for the local station or school system to find funds for exemplary 
demoiiHi rations of the effectiveness of these newer techniques. The demonstration 
program which HR 4565 proposes could do much to assist them in this important 
undertaking. 

Lastly, at present I am one of the officers of the newly-incorporated Public 
Service Satellite Consortium, itself both a demonstration and exploration of still 
another technique — that of satellite technology. The fortnation of the consortium ♦ 
was the result of a series o^meetings whi.ch had brought together educators, 
health-care specialists and communications experts who had been impressed by 
the results of an array of health and education experiments still underway on 
NASA's ATS-6— the mbst powerful communications satellite launched to date. 
The experiments were reported to your Committee during this hearing by Dr, 
Gordon Law, who formerly directed the Satellite Technology Demonstration, ' 

Among the purposes of the consortium are : 

To arrange for and promote the shared use of satellites and other communi- , 
cations capabilities as delivery mechanisms for health, educational and other 
public services ; 

To assist in coordinating the telecommunications planning activities of public 
and private institutions and agencies ; . ^ . 

To provide a mechanism to identify and aggregate potential users ; 

To act as the latter's agent in arranging communications services on a cost- 
sharing basis ; and ^ 

To develop practices encouraging the experimental u^jes of new telecommuni- 
cations services.^ 

Thus, my support for both provisions of this legislation is wholehearted, and 
T respectfully urge its favorable approval, at funding levels adequate to insure 
its multiple goals. 

Sincerely,Jb . 

^ ^ H. Rex Lee, 

, ^ ^ . Chairman of the Board, 



[Whereupon, at 4 :45 p.m. the hearings were adjourned.] 
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